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FOREWORD 


This book is not a Coptic grammar, nor is it cast in the semblance of one: it is a series of studies 
of a fairly central area of Coptic syntax, a detailed systematic charting of a subsystem or more or less 
continuous range of grammatical phenomena. 

It is with great pleasure and warmth of feeling that I wish to acknowledge the help and advice I have 
enjoyed for the last decade from my colleagues and close friends: N. Barri (Jerusalem), W.-P. Funk 
(Berlin-DDR), J. Horn (Gdttingen), B. Layton (New Haven) and H. Quecke (Rome). To my teacher. 
Prof. H. B. Rosin of the Department of Linguistics, the Hebrew University, I owe my initiation into struc¬ 
tural linguistics, and much more than that: a great many ideas in this book may be traced back to his 
brilliant lectures and stimulating classroom talks. 

I am deeply thankful for the privilege of having been able to study under Prof. H. J. Polotsky since 
1963 in the Departments of Linguistics and Egyptian, the Hebrew University. He has been an unfailing 
source of friendly encouragement, wise advice, constant inspiration — CBUI NAM6 cmxhk €BOA. €P€OYA 

NA9XOOC OH X€OY NNA2PN-T0CMNTP6H+CBUJ NAN €€IM€ 01UIPX; OYXAI NAN, J1ACA2 ANOK AYUJ n€NM€PIT 
NCA2 THPN, €KKYB€PNA MMON 2NZUTC NIM. 

My sincere thanks are extended to Mr. G. D. Myers, who spared no effort in improving my English 
style. 


A. Shisha-Halevy 
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Coptic grammatical research: a retrospect 

Technical notification 


“ Das Koptische wird sobald keiner auslernen, und ich muss m ich 
bescheiden, wenn der Weg, den ich zeige, der richtige ist ” 

L. Stern, Koptische Grammatik , xv 

“ Willst du dich am Ganzen erquicken. 

So mufit du das Ganze im Kleinsten erblicken ” 

Goethe, SprUche 

“ Die paritfttische Verbindung von Mikroskopie und Makrosko pie 
bildet das Ideal der wissenschaftlichen Arbeit; in Wirklichkeit kommt 
meistens die eine gegen die andere zu kurz" 

Schuchardt-Brevier , 410 


0.0.1 Rationale. Selection of problems 

This study or series of studies aims primarily at being a methodologically conscious account of several 
interrelated phenomena in the grammar of an important literary corpus of Coptic; namely, the appli¬ 
cation of the procedures of structural analysis to the linguistic data in the works of Shenoutb, the fourth- 
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fifth century Archimandrite. Secondarily, it is meant as a detailed description of a Coptic grammatical 
system made with programmatic and consistent regard for procedural tenets — indeed beginning with 
the principle of strictly corpus-based statements, “ corpus ” meaning a homogenous set of data, as idio- 
lectal and synchronic as possible, and reflecting an etat de langue as closely as possible. The success of 
this work will be judged on both counts: its only prima facie merit lies in its being the first of its kind. 

This is not a “ Grammar of Shenoutean Coptic ” in the traditional and still conventional sense. 
Indeed, I contend that writing a 44 Grammar ” is the only unacceptable way of writing about (i.e. reporting 
on) grammar, unless it be for the purpose of tuition (that is, applied linguistics), a “ textbook ”. I en¬ 
visage two radically different conceptions for tackling the syntax of a given text or texts: the first a de¬ 
scending, text-to-word scanning, class-and-member analysis of a linear structure (Hjelmslev’s 44 deling ”), 
the second — which I adopt here as being more profitable at the present stage of Coptic grammatical 
research — a categorial (still class-and-member) scanning of sub-systems (Hjelmslev’s 44 leddeling ”), 
valid for and verifiable within the said texts: a 44 pattern grammar ”. The sub-system or set of categories 
I have chosen for description is that of the modifier. A look at the Tables of Contents — which are also 
a synopsis of patterns — would show the scope of this hyper-category (§0.3). While it may at first 
impulse appear that an exaggerated edifice is here erected on what is perhaps the narrowest basis pos¬ 
sible, namely the expansion-marker morpheme N-, no one with a practical or theoretical acquaintance 
with the workings of Coptic grammar would deny the keynote standing of modifiers — adnominal, ad- 
verbal; verbal, non-verbal; adjunctal, predicative — in the overall picture of Coptic. 

0.1 Corpus; authenticity 

The statements made on the following pages will be strictly corpus-grammatical, based only on 
attested facts, with no extra- or interpolation, the 44 corpus ” thus acquiring the additional sense of a 
44 predictive sample of the language” (Harris 1951 :§2.33). Whereas all Coptic grammars of general 
validity are in reality mixing-grammars and must be rejected in principle on the objection that they cannot 
claim to be descriptive of any single Coptic etat de langue y but are, at best, overall, stereoscopic im¬ 
pressions of grammatical phenomena, it is my intention here to present systematically corpus-based facts 
in verifiable Spezialgrammatik statements. This objective constitutes a third facet of the raison d'etre 
of the present study. Before proceeding to define my corpus, I feel I should defend, be it briefly, the 
choice of Shenoute's works as most suitable for the present purpose. While perhaps not many today 
would care to subscribe explicitly to Vergote’s statement (BiOr 6:102 1949) that 44 Sahidic is at its purest 
in the New Testament ” — whatever 44 pure ” may here mean — the fact that this is implicitly accepted, 
without the least realization of its basic circularity, is reflected everywhere: in teaching policy and practice 
as well as in grammatical research, where almost all corpus-based monographs concern the Scriptures 
(e.g. Wilson 1970, Kjckasola 1975) and yet claim general validity. I believe that this rooted bias is 
wrong, not merely from the theory-conscious descriptive linguist’s point of view — who would of course 
reject at the outset any aprioristic evaluating preference for a given corpus — but, more fundamentally, 
since we badly need a formulation of authentic (in the sense of 44 untranslated ”) grammatical usage 
for Coptic before we can even begin to argue contrastively about the native-idiomatic vs. Greek compo¬ 
nents of Scripture Coptic, and the degree and quality of artificiality, of adherence to the Vorlage and of 
its influence on the system of the translation. Moreover, the monolithic nature of the Scripture corpus 
cannot be taken for granted, but must be established through independent description of its constituents. 
Thus, the precedence of the authentic (though later) source over the translated (albeit earlier, and, by 
dint of historical prestige, 44 classical ”) ought to be obvious. For a large, homogenous, untranslated 
literary corpus there is nothing in Coptic to compete with Shenoute’s writings. It is, I am convinced, 
precisely this kind of source that is advisable as a testo di lingua for a grammatical treatise meant to depict 

- 2 - 
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grammatical usage as a system l . One may thus add a fourth element to the raison d'etre of the present 
work, namely the need to find a way of representing the grammar of Coptic literary norm as realistically 
as possible. 

As for the source material itself: the self-evident major problem here lies in the obvious necessity 
of basing the descriptive statements on a corpus the Shenouteanity of which is at least reasonably cer¬ 
tain, by direct or indirect attribution: on the strength of internal extra-linguistic information, unambi¬ 
guous linguistic (grammatical, phraseological, “ stylistic ”) data, or — most difficult to formulate 
the accumulation of factors of familiarity, the sense of norm and idiosyncrasy, the philologist’s Sprach- 
gefQhl 2 . There is here an evident danger of circularity of applying to doubtful texts criteria of authen¬ 
ticity distilled from a collection including these self-same sources, or taking as Shenoutean and admitting 
as basis for critical statements material eligible solely on the strength of these doubtful texts. On the 
face of it, this pitfall may seem easy enough to avoid, yet in the actual process of selecting, sifting and 
describing the texts, with simultaneous isolation of critical characteristics, such slips are ever imminent. 
On the other hand, the highly selective approach is at odds with the pressing need for more complete 
documentation. My decision has been not to compromise in this matter, and accordingly texts of 
doubtful (yet possible) Shenouteanity, although certainly consulted and occasionally quoted, have been 
left outside the core of critical corpus: such sources are indicated by queries in the Appendix lists. Needless 
to say, such selection involves making subjective and in all probability provisional decisions, which 
may be contested on the basis of different judgement or independent contrary evidence (e.g. an explicitly 
attributed parallel turning up, a passage identified as non-Shenoutean by scholars more competent 
than myself in patristic lore, and so on). The actual procedure is in fact not circular but spiral: from 
a bona-fide core one works out, along ever-increasing radii, to a periphery of doubtful sources, always 
drawing upon the newly familiar territory for criteria. I have used all major, minor and minimal pub¬ 
lished editions of Shenoute and most of the unpublished manuscripts: it is especially with regard to 
the latter that the above reservation is made. 


0.1.1 Criteria of shenouteanity are too many and too various 


even pending a systematic 


working-over of the corpus— to be enumerated here. A few have been suggested by the present writer 
(1975, 1976a); others (like tui €TUJ, “JANTEOY gu in€, the notorious 44 Disiunctio Sinuthiana ” 3 , lexical 
favourites or monopolies — «JOOY 44 incense ”, (2UJMT)2€HT- 44 eject ”, »tUB2 44 be withered ”, 9UJK2 44 be/ 
dig deep”, kpoh, aoimoc and so on 4 ) are well known 6 ; numerous others (like €IXUJ MflAi *€- 44 by 


1 An early lone advocate of Shenoute as a basis for a Coptic syntax was Spiegelberg (1909:440). In the Department of Lin¬ 
guistics, the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, first acquaintance with Coptic through Shenoute is characteristic of students 
approaching Coptic with a purely linguistic motivation: they testify to an entirely different impression of the language and, 

on the whole, get a better grasp of it, although this may be partly due to their training. 

3 See Lindroth, “ Das Sprachgefuhl, ein vernachlassigter Begriff”, IF 55:1-16 (1937). Kern (1888:139), criticising (wrong¬ 
ly, I believe) H. Paul for using as argument (Paul 1920:§258) the fact that the German Sprachgefuhl does not distinguish be¬ 
tween adverb and adjective in predicative status, says: “ Wenn doch die gelehrten Grammatiker nicht so oft auf das Sprach- 
gefiihl sich da berufen wollten, wo es lediglich darauf ankommt, sprachliche Erscheinungen zu beurteilen! Gewiss weiss das 
Sprachgefuhl hier von einem Unterschied nicht, weil es iiberhaupt fiber wissenschaftliche Dinge unwissend ist; dafiir ist es 
eben Gefuhl ", What Kern here opposes to the “ linguistic intuition ” must be pre-analytic, aprioristic so-called “ scientific 
informedness ”, a kind of praeter-factual intelligence which is the cardinal sin in descriptive misinterpretation, while Paul's Sprach - 
gefUhl is but a misnomer for “ listener’s model information 

3 A OA2HT OYUftfC H AH0YUJ9C 2PAI N2HT (P 130 5 19 pt); see Shisha-Halevy I976a:37ff.; cf. Fehling 1969:216-8: this 
is a kind of “ linguistic self-criticism ” (Jespersen's term, in a 1935 article of that name), or compulsive “ legalistic ’’-precisionist 
quirk. Other typical Shenoutean turns of phrase, constructions and figures will be pointed out in the course of the present 
work, without going into such difficult questions as how a “ figure ” is to be defined (cf. Fehling 1969:7ff.), the degree of aware¬ 
ness in the use of a given construction, its functional charge and cotextual correlation. 

4 Cf. Shisha-Halevy 1976b:364ff. 

3 See Am£uneau, Oeuvres de Schenoudi 1 (1907) xiii ff. The serious practical problem of distinguishing Shcnoute's works 
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which I mean to say ”, rhetoric-argumentative figures using €“JXG-, a “ nPUlM€ n€ nAi €T- ” hyperbatic 

Nominal Sentence pattern, collocations of the 44 irreversible binomial ” 6 type like PAH - CXHMA, T€2P€ - 
OBCUi, &UJ2M - X10Y6, kpmph - 6NAPIKE, are yet to be properly definied and statistically established in 

special studies; some have to do with peculiarities of dialectal admixture or 44 substratal ” traces (Shisha- 

Halevy 1976b, cf. Spiegelberg 1909:441), others with a more or less fragmentated stylistic impression, 
yet others are definable in terms of subsystems of grammatical usage, such as the one under scrutiny 

here: this adds yet another motivation to this study, since the conclusions arrived at and the 44 Shenou- 

teanisms ” resolved here could carry considerable practical-diacritic weight. We are, of course, in search 
of the converging of the various symptoms, the cumulative evidence. Despite all this, we shall still have 

to contend with numerous instances of untypical Shenoute, where one cannot improve upon Zoega’s 
“ existimo ”, “ arbitror ”, “ nisi fallor ”, “ conjicio ” and the like. A nice methodological issue is that 
of the sub-corpus of quotations, mainly biblical, interwoven in the text. There is again the technical 
difficulty of recognizing a quoted segment of the text where it is not signalled as such (by HCH2 

NO€ €TCH2 ayui OH/nAAlH ON/wneiMA &€-, and the like; an instance of unsignalled quotation is Ch. 
115.23f. — A ft. 3:12). More importantly, these quotations (and, significantly, biblical reminiscences) 
give us a glimpse into an extraneous system of grammar, where, for example, HJATNAY contrasts with 
Shenoute’s own sjanteoy *awm€ (§2.5.0.2), tapehcuitm with Shenoute’s paradigm of post-imperatival 
forms (§7.2.1.1.5), in application to which many of the statements made below are simply not valid. She¬ 
noute’s own awareness of this contrast of norms is evident, since he puts it to rhetorical use, switching 
now and again to the Scripture diasystem, ringing diaphasic changes, achieving archaic, pathos-carrying, 
authoritative effects. As a rule, I have left quotations and reminiscences out of my account, nevertheless 

referring to them on occasion in contrastive terms; excerpt-quotations, as well as Shenoute’s own 
conscious archaisms, will be duly noted. 

Admittedly, in the exposition 1 have not always drawn uniformly on all sources: unpublished MSS 
have been called on mainly for scarcely documented phenomena. For some studies (notably Ch. 7, 
the conjunctive) I have used a core corpus (Leipoldt + Chassinat) with added peripheral evidence, 
aiming for a higher degree of homogeneity for some central issues. 


0.1.2 Shenoute’s style. A measure of Shenoute’s literary standing (“ the greatest of all writers 

in the Coptic language ”, Worrell 1945:22) is the frequency of comments on his style. A brief review 

% 

of these not always favourable reactions is rewarding, since it illustrates the traditional approach to 
Coptic idiomatic syntax. Zoega (1805), though not the first to edit fragments of Shenoute’s work — this 
distinction goes to Mingarelli — first noted the extremes which Shenoute’s 44 dicendi modus ” can attain, 
a very important piece of information indeed: on the one hand, he observes (588) 44 sententiarum em- 
phatica inversio... fervidae iliac declarationes... epistolae illae parabolis et paradigmis refertae... scripta 
stylo piano atque fluido digesta ”; on the other hand (ibid ., 483) 44 stylus pedestris et humilis... lectu facilis, 
stylus placidior... quam is quo uti solet ”. The first of the two, Shenoute’s idiosyncratic, overwrought 
and often overstating mood is naturally the one most often pointed out; either admiringly: 44 the fury, 
eloquence and beauty of the language ” (Hyvemat in the introduction to his manuscript catalogue of 


from those of other homiletic writers, and especially of his successor, Besa, cannot be solved on a stylistic basis alone (see 
§0.1.2) but must wait for a comprehensive statement of Shenoute's linguistic usage, a Grammar, Phraseology and Lexicon of 
Shenoute. The attribution by stylistic impression alone has occasionally misled editors (notoriously Amelineau, even Crum in 
a few of his 44 Sh ”s in the Dictionary, also in his catalogues). See on this issue Ladeuze, £tude sur le cenobitisme pakhomien 
(1898) 151f.; Kuhn, Musion 66:225f. (1953), 71:376ff. (1958), and in the introduction to his edition of Besa (CSCO 157/copt.2l, 
1956) p.xiii f. The $o<alled 44 Pseudo-Shenoute ” texts (ed. Kuhn, CSCO 206-7/copt.29-30, I960 with an unedited parallel codex, 
B.L.Or. 12689) have a different standing: they seem to be somehow based on, and to contain, genuine Shenoute material 
(Shisha-Halevy 1975:472f., 477, 1976b:362f.). Regarding Leipoldt's No.76 and non-shenoutean fragments included in Am£- 
lineau's edition, see the Appendix. 

• Malkiel 1959. 
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1886-7 to the Woide-Clarendon Press collection, now in the Bodleian Library, Oxford); “ L’auteur le 
plus original, le plus passionnt, celui dont la langue est la plus riche et le vocabulaire le plus complet ” 
(Amilineau, Miss, . IV [1895] 497) or with more or less discerning criticism: “ La phrase de Schenoudi 
n’est pas la phrase assez simple, assez analytique, des autres auteurs coptes; c’est une phrase compliqude, 
aussi synthitique qu’elle peut l’Stre, tourmentde, coupde d’incises ct de propositions subordonn&s ” 
(Amilineau, (Euvres de Schenoudi I [1907] xiv) 7 . Leipoldt, the great editor of Shenoute, also com¬ 
ments somewhat adversely on his stylistic idiosyncrasies (1903 :§§I 1,13: his characterization, albeit sub¬ 
jective and psychologistic, is at times quite apt): “ Ihm fehlt die harmlose NaivetUt, fehlt die schlichte 
Einfalt, fehlt die kindliche Ausdrucksweise... ”. Leipoldt distinguishes between “ depression ” and 
“ exultation ” in Shenoute’s mood, in his works he distinguishes between, on the one hand, the ser¬ 
mons, which exhibit a style “ recht holzem " and in which “ fliessen Worte und S&tze ruhig dahin. 
Die einzelnen Teile werden breit und ausserlich von einander geschieden, die Gedanken oft und fast 
ungeschickt wiederholt. Selbst den Ermahnungen... fehlt es an Kraft und Warme ”, and, on the other, 
the epistles, in which more emotion is in evidence: “ sprunghaft... Ubersturzen sich die S&tze”. Wor¬ 
rell’s comment is more restrained (1945:24): “ His style is not polished, but it shows some rhetorical 
skill. He is original and difficult... he had a great command of the language and shaped it Obviously, 
none of the critics make an attempt to glimpse, through the personal style and rhetoric of our author, 
the true pageant of native, idiomatic (and often colloquial) Coptic: “style” has obliterated syntax, 
and the point de repere is yet again the norm of Scripture Coptic. 

0.2 Statement of methodological orientation 

In this series of studies I shall view grammatical phenomena from a European-structuralist view¬ 
point. This is not the place and there is hardly the space to embark here on a detailed account of this 
school, since even the European brand of structuralist linguistics, far from being a monolithic school 
with an agreed, easily epitomizable code of procedure, is rather an ensemble of individualistic, frequently 
eclectic approaches, tenets and codifications 8 ; what follows is a concise programmatic expos6 of the 
most consequential principles of analytic policy to which I adhere in this work. 

0.2.1.1 Relationships, syntagmatic and paradigmatic. Opposition and neutralization. 

A language element can be described as having a value (role, function, meaning), as grammatically oper¬ 
ative, only in terms of its relationship to other elements 9 : syntagmatic (linear, (co)textual) or paradig¬ 
matic (commutative, categorial) relationship. The former is interpretable in terms of dependence, 
rection (government), conditioning, (incompatibility, sequence (arrangement, placement); the latter 
in terms of opposition and of relevance, and its negation, neutralization; of substitution and category. 

7 Observing nevertheless that Shenoute's style could at times be quite different: ** 11 avait ses moments d’accalmie, oil sa 
phrase 6tait limpide... les lions ne rugissent pas toujours, ils badinent quelquefois et jouent avec leurs lionceaux ” (ibid.). 
Note Am61ineau’s characteristic eloquence. Without rating too highly his grammatical acumen, it is nevertheless amusing to note 
that Amdlineau writes of Shenoute’s sentences with subordinate clauses in which one is liable to go astray, unless one holds 
firmly to the rules of grammar, “ rfcgles encore peu connues que d’ailleurs Pauteur viole. et avec la plus magnifique desinvol- 
ture ” (ibid., and see too pp. xxix ff.). 

• Some valuable retrospective surveys and guides for further reading: Lepschy 1972 (see p. I52f. for further state-of-the-art 
reports); Mohrmann et al . 1961, esp. pp. I26ff., I96ff., 294ff.; articles by Koemer, Engler, Lepschy. Hymes and Fought in 
Sebeok, ed. 1975:717-1176; see also Bazell 1954, Coseriu 1969, and numerous works referred to below. I must first deny all 
intention to convey an impression of a nice-and-tidy code of procedure, and confess my awareness of the inevitable superficialities. 
The following paragraphs are neither a general linguistics manifesto nor a profession de foi t but jotted highlights of orientation 
for the grammatical studies to follow. 

* In Saussure’s words (Godel 1954:63): “ 11 n’y a jamais rien qui puisse rtsider dans un tenne ”, cf. Saussure 1949:150ff.; 
Benveniste 1963:16; Siertsema 1965:94f., Coseriu 1969:58fT.: this is the meaning of “ grammatical system there are no 
elements outside it. 
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The simplest oppositions 10 are binary (including privative , with two poles or terms related to each other 
as marked : unmarked u ). Any one member of an opposition may be zero 12 or neutral (non-functional). 
Neutralization ( Aufhebung , suppression of opposition) is a syntagmatic-and-paradigmatic event just as 
significant as opposition 13 : the governed or conditioned representative member in a case of neutrali¬ 
zation cannot be said to have any meaning, since meaning depends on and presupposes opposition, the 
possibility of choice 14 , the existence of a paradigm. (Incidentally, any change in the number of terms 
in a paradigm entails a reassignment of the meaning of the individual members.) Neutralization, like 
opposition, is only definable for a specific environment. 

0.2.1.2 Pattern and category. A category is expressed, realized and defined by a substitution- 
list or paradigm (of affixes, syntagms or constructions), which is its signifiant 15 . This paradigm is in 
turn valid (being resolvable) only in a given environment. Accordingly, the category is definable only 
by its localization, in terms of the sequence/substitution set of coordinates. The category is a constit¬ 
uent part of a pattern : the pattern is defined as an ordered sequence of categories (paradigms ); but since 
commutation is dependent on the extent of environment established as relevant 16 , pattern delimitation 
is a component of decisive importance in the definition. Pattern boundaries, however, are relative (in 
the sense that they are gradable on a scale of rank of ever-decreasing extent, from text-entirety down¬ 
wards 17 ). Consequently, established classes or categories are correspondingly gradable on a scale of 
varying analytic delicacy 18 . 

0.2.1.3 Profile of a grammatical phenomenon; identity; models. As stated above, the iden¬ 
tification of a grammatical entity is effected by a positional/commutational localization: the point where 
the coordinates of compatibility and commutability meet in this identificational matrix is its analytic 
identity, its name 19 : this, no more, no less, is the analytic information we can give on it. We may add, 

10 Classified by Trubetzkoy (I939:60ff.); see Coseriu 1969:120flf. Oppositions are formal and functional, in a formal sys¬ 
tem and a svstime de valeur , as the two faces of the signifiant - signifie linguistic coin. We accordingly adopt as the basic premise 
in analytic procedure that a formal difference must mean a functional one. 

11 Trubetzkoy 1939:67, 77, 84; Martinet 1965:180flT.; see below Ch.5, footnote 24. 

13 On the (by definition) structural concept of a 44 zero element " (significant absence) see Saussure 1949:123f., 163f. f Meier 
1961. with abundant literature. 

13 See classifications and discussion by Trubetzkoy 1936, I939:69ff., 206f.; Hjelmslev 1939 (Siertsema I965:I80IT.); Cose¬ 
riu 1969:125, 132, 234ff.: Robins 1970:41fT. 

14 An example: the circumstantial conversion as an expansion of an indefinite nominal nucleus can only be said to be 
“ adnominal " — no more; whereas each of the two main verbal expansions of a definite noun, viz. the relative and circumstantial, 
has its 44 meaning ", respectively, attributive and adnexal modification. 

15 44 Paradigm " — not in its arbitrarily restricted, traditional, schoolbook sense of “ substitution-list in the minimal (mor¬ 
phologic, * word ’) environment", but also in the sense of commutability in the larger-than-word extent, including paradigms 
of constructions. See Siertsema 1965:l75ff., 262ff., Seiler 1967:517f. (No.l). 

14 An example: the converters: €- circ , 6*^ Ten,e ,€T€- (relative), N€- (preterite) constitute a single category (paradigm) only 
in the extent of the minimal environment, namely the converted conjugation form (or predication in general). . Their mutual com¬ 
mutability ceases to be true mice we extend the pattern boundaries to include, say, the immediately preceding paradigm; this 
morphological " category is still further fragmentated if the operative environment is extended even more. 

17 Halliday 1961:251, 261. See §0.2.2. 

14 Halliday I96I-260L 

14 Cf. Saussure I949:l50ff. This is the policy adopted here regarding the difficult theoretical dilemma of identity vs. homon~ 
ymy , which will often arise in the course of the following descriptions. An item will be judged and 44 named " only by refer¬ 
ence to the above criteria, to which one must add allo-forms in order to synthesize a “surname". For example: the plu¬ 
ral definite article and the 44 nota relationis " arc both represented in Coptic by a nasal phoneme; their distinct identities, how¬ 
ever, are established on the basis of (a) their paradigms and syntax, (b) their allomorphs in a specific corpus (e.g. in Chassinat’s 

edition of Shenoute: N-/M- for the nota relationis , n-/m-/n-/n-/N€- for the plural article). Another example: SWP€-/»»A- (aorist 

< > 

affirmative base) vs. su-/»iapo-» (preposition). 


AnOr. 53 


Preliminary Chapter 


§0.2.1.3 


or occasionally prefer, a synthetic statement: the various (conditioned) alloforms of our entity. This 
gives us a different facet of its identity, which, together with the analytic one, I consider the complete 
descriptive statement to be made concerning any grammatical element. It follows that we must not, 
indeed cannot, “ import ” any external pre-conceived notion into the grammar of a language as a ‘ cat¬ 
egory ”. This caveat is immediately and eminently applicable to the part-of-speech assignment of a 
given element, to which we shall have the opportunity to return now and again 20 . 

I must here briefly refer to a meta-meta-linguistic perplexity, one that is usually ignored in general 
linguistic discussion, namely, the so-called “ hocus-pocus " vs. “ God’s truth ” nature of theoretical 
constructs 21 . While we pretend to depict in our descriptions a modele de recepteur situation, it is often 
obvious that the presented models are really of our own creation. It might be claimed, and with very 
good reason, that any synthesizing model, departing from, assuming or preceding 22 the unstructured 
data is inevitably an artificial (and to a varying extent arbitrary) construct, superimposed on the data 
material. This may also apply in general to what we call “ structure ” and “ system ” 23 . Nonetheless, 
I consider these models (a) legitimate, valid and viable, provided they be based on sound observation; 
(b) desirable, in the sense of “ constructive ”, effectively encoding meta-linguistic information in a con¬ 
ventionally decodable manner 24 . Still, it cannot be claimed that they are exclusively or universally true . 

0.2.2 Levels, hierarchies, directions of analysis. Among the meta-linguistic models or 
“fictions” referred to in the preceding paragraph are some which I consider fallacious and which I 
have tried to avoid in the present exposition. First and foremost among these is the stratification of 
analysis, the “ levels ”. Even without resorting to the special pleading warranted by the singular typo¬ 
logical reasons 25 that make Coptic much less subject to the preliminary theoretical distinction between 
word and sentence , morphology and syntax than Indo-European or Semitic languages, the advisibility 
as well as the validity and legitimacy of this particular model must be (and often has been) questioned 26 . 
The analysis must, 1 believe, be continuous , text-to-morpheme, class-and-member; the word would be 
but a stage in this downward analysis, an intermediate pattern-unit, defined (like other patterns) by inner 
constituency, sequence, prosodic characterization and boundary signalling, a syntagm 27 like others. 

,0 Cf. Barri !975b:§6; Baum 1976:139-143. Indeed, I accept without reservation Sapir’s dictum (Language 125) that 41 No 
logical scheme of the parts of speech — their number, nature, or necessary confines — is of the slightest interest to the lin¬ 
guist. Each language has its own scheme. Everything depends on the formal demarcation it recognizes ”. Written sixty 
years ago, one cannot, unfortunately, dismiss this warning today as no longer necessary. Similarly, one must sadly concede 
that Halliday’s optimistic belief (Studies in Linguistic Analysis, 1957, p. 57) that “ transference of grammatical categories is a dead 
horse no longer to be flogged ” cannot have been uttered with Coptic in mind. Sec also §0.3 and Chapter I, footnote 1. 

** Garvin I954:74f.; Householder 1952; Baum 1976:139-143. 

u Cf. Saporta, Word 12:12 (1956): “ It is clear that linguistic patterns are highly patterned. What is not clear is whether 
this fact is best considered the result of a linguistic analysis or the basis for this analysis”; Schuchardt (Spitzer 1928:41 If.): 
“ Nun gibt es Systeme, die schon fertig in den Dingen liegen und von uns nur entdeckt werden, und Systeme, die wir bilden, 
um sie in die Dinge hineinzulegen... Systeme dieser Art haben nur zeitweilige und bedingte Geltung”; also ibid. 299f. 

M Consider Halliday's definitions (1961:246f., 254ff.). 

u Cf. Hall’s “ fictions ” (1965). 

** Cf. Misteli’s typologically oriented review of Stern’s Grammatik (1982:4480*., 454 ” no words, only groups — larger 
or smaller, closer or looser ”); Stern xi f., Steinthal-Misteli 1893:272f.; and see the discussion of the Coptic “ word ” below, 
§6.0.2.3, with further references. 

** See Barri 1977:130*., 21 ff., 24ff. for a critical research-historical survey of the question; on the problems involved in defin¬ 
ing the word, see Lyons 1968:194-208; Halliday 1961:261. Cf. De Groot “Wort und Wortstruktur ”, Neophi/ologus 24/25: 
221-233 (1939/40); De Boer, “ Morphologie et syntaxe ”, CFS 6:5-25 (1946/7); and the telling reponses in Acts of the Sixth Congress 
of Linguists (1949), discussion of Question III. For Coptic see already Stern 1880:XI. 

17 In the Saussurean sense (Saussure 1949:170), cf. Frei, Studia Gratulatoria Groot (1962) 139: ” combinaison de deux ou 
plusieurs unites dgalement prisentes qui se suivent ”. This is also Baudouin de Courtenay’s use of the term (A Baudouin de Cour¬ 
tenay Anthology , tr. and ed. E. Stankiewicz, 1972 p. 267). 
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Coptic morphology could be conceived of naively, as a study, synchronic or diachronic, of purely formal 
inner regularities of structure, with no functional correlates (e.g. for the nominal and infinitive “ clas¬ 
ses ”)» 

Another synthesizing hierarchy which I reject in synchronic description is that of primary vs. sec¬ 
ondary functions 29 . This is, I believe, an arbitrary and distorting distinction: there is no hint in the 
actual, i.e. environment-defined, signalling function of elements, of any scale of precedence or importance. 
(One encounters terms like “ primary ” or “ main ” and “ original ” — both in the only meaningful, 
diachronic sense, and in a vague uncommitted sense — often confusedly understood as attributes of “ use ”, 
“ function ” and the like.) On the other hand, rule ordering or analytic (< descriptive ) order 30 is acceptable 
as a descriptive artifice, a necessary heuristic means of interrelating observables, not a dynamic theory 
of what actually takes place in the system 31 . Another hierarchy which 1 adopt implicitly is that of ana¬ 
lytic delicacy , distinguishing between the resolution of primary and secondary classes 32 . 

0.23 Non-attestation. An inevitable embarrassment of a structural corpus-based grammar 
(perhaps more acute with a dead language, where no informant can extend our corpus at need) is having 
to puzzle out the significance of non-attestation. Even in a corpus as extensive as ours, the non-occurrence 
of some theoretically possible or expected element or construction must be weighed for possible structural 
significance, status of case vide , as against fortuitousness: we must see our way to distinguishing between 
systemic and accidental non-occurrence M . This perplexity is all the more acute here, since the present 
study is not an exhaustive inventory-catalogue of all paradigmatic or even syntagmatic possibilities, but 
an account of grammatical structure: the lists in this work should be seen as open-ended, due to the cer¬ 
tainty of the corpus being eventually extended and the ever-present possibility of a descriptive oversight. 
In my opinion, the only theoretically acceptable way out of this predicament is the one, based on an exam¬ 
ination of the distribution-structure, suggested by Ros£n (1968). If a non-attestation of item (entity, 
phenomenon) x is dependent upon a specific environment and environmental properties, upon a specific 
pattern P u and it can be shown that a different pattern, P t in which x docs occur, is in this respect in 
complementary (suppletive) distribution with P x > we may consider the non-occurrence of x in P x a 
fact of grammatical absence 34 which we should not expect to find refuted (by a chance attestation) in the 
corpus under observation. If, however, x does not feature in any complementary environment, the 
non-attestation may be interpreted as mere non-occurrence, possibly to be rectified in the near future 
(unless yet another pattern, P„ including x , is eventually found to be in an “ alio ’’-relationship with PJ. 

M Somewhat in the sense of Martinet’s use of the term (1967 :§4.6 41 l’6tude des variantes de signifiant ’’), or Vergote’s in 
his Grammaire copte (la, 1973 , 44 morphologic synth^matique “). 

*• See (for example) Kurylowicz 1964; criticism by E. Koschmieder in Die Welt der Slawen 7:409-22 (1962). 

30 See Bloomfield 1933:212f.; Ros£n 1964:§46, 1970; Barri 1977:21 (“the order of what the linguist does”). I have a 
similar view also of that other phenomena-relating metalinguistic construct, the transformation , except as a presentation device 
(cf. Schuchardt [Spitzer 1928:296): 44 Umkehrung ist zwar statisch vorhanden, aber nicht genetisch “). 

31 44 Structural ’’ as distinct from linear (sequential) order (Bloomfield 1933:210; Tesni£re 1965:16f., I9ff.; Rosen 1970) has 
a different standing altogether, reflecting, in my opinion, linguistic reality and not a model of convenience. Another non-dynamic 
structuring device employed below is that of Immediate-Constituents (IC) analysis. 

33 Halliday 1961:272f. 

33 For instance, the comparison of 44 adverb " paradigms in the various positions and functions is meaningless unless 
one can estimate their limits. 

34 Some examples: NT€I2€ 44 thus “ is absent as predicate in the Bipartite pattern, since it is predicated in the # Predi¬ 
cate - n€# pattern (§1.2.1.2); *MAP€K-/MnPTP€K- are absent , since the imperative fills theirslots; the #*Second Tense (negative) 
focal interrogative modifier# is absent in the # Sec. Tense + interrogative focal modifier# pattern, since a different construction, 
viz. # interrogative modifier -*• (negative) First Tense# supplies the 44 missing “ item. 
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0.2.4 The saussurean dualities w . Corpus-based description makes unnecessary stand-taking 
on the synchrony : diachrony model, which is probably no less Active and conveniently idealizing than 
others Structural description and the very concept of system are essentially static, just as they are 
primarily internal, i.e. non-comparative. The situation as regards the longue : parole dichotomy is some¬ 
what more complicated. This distinction has often been criticized as inadequate, and additional strati¬ 
fication has been suggested. Hjelmslev’s conception fluctuates between three and four main strata of 
language, adding the “ norm ”, an essentially social and system(/o«gue)-oriented, abstract set of rules, 
and the “ usage ”, a paro/e-oriented, also socially determined set of habits ” Coseriu 38 introduces the 


“ usage ” 

“ norm ” as an intermediate level, allowed for in the abstract system of the language and its individual 
adaptation (the parole is its concrete realization). The norm allows for individual variation, with the se¬ 
lection and fixation of variants. In the context of these two reconcilable views, what we are attempting 
to discern in the present study would be Shenoute’s usage and the Coptic literary norm behind it. The 
textual realization is the parole , while the features of the innermost core or deepest layer, the Coptic- 
Sahidic longue , are abstractable from a series of norm reports. “ Usage ” approximates “ idiolect ” (in 
Bloch’s definition, “ an individual’s set of linguistic habits ”), and it is Shenoute’s idiolect, or whatever 
layer of it is reflected in his written works, that we aim at portraying, with no reference to other idiolects, 
dialects or other subdivisions of the Coptic language, or to any ” general ” (i.e. not syncorporal) for¬ 
mulation or synthetic-panoramic conception of grammar. 


0.2.5 Macro-syntactic analysis 

0.2.5.1 Textual structure (syntagmatics). The realization of (a) the circular nature of pattern 


delimitation ( paradigm 


i 


extent of resolution environment ), (b) the fact that continuous text-to- 


morpheme analysis is the only way to break this circularity, and (c) the fact that the “ context-free ” syn¬ 
tactic unit has as little meaning or relevance in the functioning of a language as the illusory isolated 
morphological one — all this must lead us to recognize the text as the prime syntactic unit, the prime pat¬ 
tern, the prime analyzable entity, subdivisible again and again 3 ®. Just as the word ”, definable in 
ad-hoc junctural terms, exists (i.e. functions) only with reference to its environment (phrase and clause), 
so these too cannot claim any automatic, intrinsic prominence, or pre-analytic status of self-evident 
significance, but are referable to phrase/clause-including subtextual stretch units. The macro-syntactic 
view of grammatical phenomena has been adopted, on occasion, in traditional (“ sentence ”) grammar, 
in offhand, opportunistic forays into the ” context ”. The context has been constantly, more or less 
consciously, consulted, “ employed ” as an aid for determining function 40 , but rarely formalized, in- 
eluded in the pattern, except in the consideration of traditional (stylistics- or rhetorics-oriented ") cases, 
like conditional complexes, consecutio temporum , etc. In the present work (esp. Chs. 2 and 7) I attempt 
a formal description of the grammatically relevant context or cotext, i.e. “cotcxt patterns ” 44 , “ cotext- 


35 See Lepschy 1972:Ch.II, with further reading indicated. 

34 Hall 1965:337. 

37 This is an oversimplified account of Hjelmslev’s complicated and mobile terminology (see Sieatsema I965:140ff.). 

M 1969:151 f., 1971:53-72. I975:39ff. 

“ In Halliday’s terminology (1961:251, with n. 30) this descending analysis is gradable on a scale of “ rank ”. 

40 Cf. Polotsky’s exemplary application of the context in the Etudes (Polotsky 1944). 

41 Several important syntactic phenomena, originally treated in a para-grammatical frame of reference, such as rhetorical 
figures”, will be of interest to us in the following pages; 44 Anredestil”, “enumerative Redeweisc ”, “ polare Redcweise ”, 
parataktischer (appositioneller) Nachtragsstil”, 44 anacolouthon ”, 44 anaphora /cataphora ”, 44 ellipsis ”, “pairing”, 44 paren¬ 
thesis ”, colon ”, “ protasis - apodosis ”, and others. 

4a lam using “ cotext ” for the relevant textual (syntagmatic) environment, reserving “context ” for both extra-linguistic, 
situational, background environment of sphere of validity and the not directly relevant textual one. 
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sensitive rules ” (Lyons). An important feature of the textual linear system is the coherence or cohesion 
of its constituent parts; this will occupy us in several junctions. Another, closely related feature, constitut¬ 
ing the basis for the discussion in Ch. 2, is the thematic structure of the text: the concatenation and 
development of 4 theme + rheme ’ patterns, involving the concepts of the information unit and its focus. 

0.2.5.2 The second, paradigmatic dimension of the textual system may be conveniently called the 
44 paradigm of validity ”, i.e. “ the textual category for which a given grammatical-systemic statement 
is valid ”. This is approximately the texteme in the textological structure or texture (cf. the paradigm 
in the syntagmatic sequence). It is clear, for instance, that the system recoverable in a narrative text 
(or narrative stretch) is quite different from that resolved, say, in a dialogue, where the grammatical in¬ 
ventory is much richer, perhaps maximal. One text (corpus component) may comprise several textemes 
or text classes, which should be distinguished and separated, in theory, in the pre-analytic stage. In 
reality, they are resolved in a circular process, on the strength of analysis results. The value (= function) 
of an element in one text-class is different, by structural definition, from its value elsewhere tt . The defi¬ 
nition of textual categories, text (sub)species or types, by reference to the grammatical system and structural 
distinctive features is one of the objectives of such text-based investigations as the present one. 

0.2.5.2.1 The rhetorical dialogue is our case in point, the grammatically definable textual type 
most in evidence in Shenoute’s writing. Without a rather involved delving into the particulars and theory 
of the dialogue 44 and an application of what we know of Shenoute's (and, in general, Byzantine) rhetorical 
theory and norms 45 , it would be difficult to meet the challenge of a full and precise definition of this textual 
type. This would in any case require separate treatment, and must remain outside the scope of the present 
discussion. A few brief notes will perhaps give an idea of some of its features, (a) It is a one-way dia¬ 
logue, an enhanced and distended allocution (with a captive and mute addressee), (b) 44 Rhetoricity ” 
is a transcurrent (in a different sense, 44 suprasyntactic ”) category, intersecting others; the 44 rhetorical 
dialogue” may include real dialogues, real and rhetorical narratives (” paradeigmata ”) 4 ®. (c) The 
first- and second-person referential system is pivotal, with several subsystems (e.g. we [= I +you]: 
they, I : you [metaphorically thou), we : you, etc.), (d) Among grammatical peculiarities, we find 
constructions (inch the so-called 44 figures ”), word-order idiosyncrasies, 44 values ” of constructions, e.g. 
the polemic function of the Cleft Sentence, characteristic particles and modifiers, and lexical preferences. 


43 Some striking Coptic cases in point: chnacujtm (Second Future) is jussive in a preceptive cotext; N€- (pret. converter) 
expresses a durative past outside a narrative stretch, but signals (with n€) “ Relief" (Weinrich) or tempo- or dimension-varying 
in a narrative cotext; €AHCurrM (circ. perfect) is continuative in a narrative cotext; the conjunctive is a typical non-narrative form 
(partly corresponding to AH- (ayui) AM-, AM- €TP€M- in narration). For the Second Tense, a cotext-bound, macrosyntactic category 
par excellence , see Ch. 2. Note that both n€- and the Second Tense are exponents of specific macrosyntactic status (§2.0.1.1), and 
can only be described adequately in a “ context-sensitive grammar ” (Lyons 1968:2350*.). 

44 Perhaps the most significant definitional feature of dialogue in this connection is its complexity: it is analyzable into two 
sub-structures of allocution and response , each with a distinct grammatical system of its own. Although not every dialogue is a 
“ Wechselrede ”, this may be taken as the ideal form. 

44 See MCller 1956:54 (n. 3), 6lfT. 

46 Some constituents of the rich paradigm inventory of the rhetorical dialogue: rhetorical narrative (III 38, 78), real narrative 
(III 208f., IV I98f.); letters (III 21,25); invective address (Ch. 19ff.); report of conversation (Ch. 50ff.); praising address (Ch. 84fl*.); 
dialogue within dialogue within dialogue (Ch. 93ff., 97); generic dialogue (III 51), dialogue within narrative (III 38f.). Note that the 
system recoverable from the rhetorical narrative is much fuller than that of the non-rhetorical historical one, including such fea¬ 
tures as the Second Tense, conjunctive (§7.2.4.2), conditional constructions, etc. 
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0.2.5.3 Reference. It would be out of place here to enlarge upon the current text-linguistic schools, 
trends, individual variations and controversies. Most theoreticians of this doctrine 47 underline its superior 
capabilities for dealing with problems of sub-textual grammar which the sentence-grammatical approach 
cannot satisfactorily solve. Some main concerns and preoccupations of text-linguistic study are: analysis 
of discourse structure ", textual typology", textual system 50 , thematic text structure (“ Functional 
Sentence Perspective ”, see §2.0.2.3) 51 , and cohesion in the text M . 


0.3 The modifier : a primary or hyper-category 

...AYUJ NMAAN NMI19A NOYMA NMTON... (IV 176.3) 

TETNHI MMAY MR6+XUI MMOH €IXUJ MMOH AN 2APOI MAY A AT (IV 96.12f.) 

AAK NEAAXICTON 2Mn»AX€ NTCKTAIIPO, 

NfAAK NATNOEI 2NTMHT6 NNCAB€€Y (IV 41.9f.) 

OYPUIMC EAnNOYTE + NAS NOYMHTEPO 2IXMHKA2, 

NHTMAAH NMn^A N+-tfOM NAS NP-fTETNANOYH N2HTC.** 

NTASOYUIM N2HTC 2NOY; (A 2 364). 

The present series of studies is concerned with the definition, resolution, compatibilities and com¬ 
mutations which constitute the taxonomic profile of the Coptic modifier. An impression of the range 
of its distribution can be obtained by studying the excerpts quoted above. This category, including all 
adnominal, adverbal M , adnexal, and ad-pattem 54 satellites or expansions, would be considered, according 
to one’s point of view, either synthetic , conveniently grouping together and condensing a number of par¬ 
adigms in a continuous distributional structure 55 ; or analytic , at a low level of delicacy 54 . This is a 
primary category, subdivisible, at a higher level of resolution (at which level the studies are actually 
conducted) into secondary classes, and these into yet more fragmentated subclasses. Although I cannot 
see any real incongruity between the two conceptions, I prefer the first (“ polyparadigmatic hyper-cat- 


47 Some general programmatic, introductory, state-of-the-art or bibliographical reports: Dressler 1973, 1978; Dressler- 
Schmidt 1973; Hartmann 1971; 1975. See also the introductory chapters in Weinrich 1977; Grimes 1975. 

w Sec, for instance, Harris 1952; DaneS 1970; Gulich-Heger-Raible 1974; Weinrich 1977, etc. 

*• E. G. Hausenblas 1964; GCjlich-Raible 1972; Werlich 1975. 

See the excellent Weinrich 1977; a solitary work for (Late) Egyptian, Hintze 1950-2. 

51 See, for instance. Firbas 1966; Halliday 1967; BeneS 1968; DaneS 1974. 

5t Palek 1968, Halliday-Hasan 1976. 

M “ Noun ” and “ verb ” have never been explicitly defined for Coptic. Those acquainted with this issue in pre-Coptic 
Egyptian will agree this is a far from trivial matter. They are definable, like other parts of speech, only in terms of pattern: “ noun ” 
— the paradigm expanding determinator pronouns (§§5.1.1.0.If.), expanding the pre-object allomorph of a verb lexeme, privileg¬ 
ed to occupy the actor slot of a verbal predication pattern etc.; “ verb” — a conjugation-form (defined by Polotsky 1960a :§1). 


Thus the verb'lexeme (traditionally “infinitive”) is a nominal sub-class privileged to occupy the third position in the Tripar¬ 
tite pattern, not (with some exceptions) expanding OY-, i.e. in a different “ determination ” category from other noun sub-classes 
and finally alternating (true of some of the members of this sub-class) in regular proclitic pre-object allomorphs. This cumu¬ 
lative definition for Coptic corresponds to the “ catcgorial ” one, characterizing a part-of-speech by a cluster of morphological 
categories (case-gender-number, tense-mode-person) in use in languages of a different type. See Schuchardt, Spitzer 1928:275. 

54 Note that “ adnominal ” and “ adverbal ” are telescoped ways of saying “ modifying the noun/verb syntagm ”. By 


“ ad-pattern ” I mean “ 
in Shisha-Halevy 1972) 


modifying a predicative pattern ”, usually used of a Nominal Sentence. “ Adnexal 
means “ modifying by attaching or adjoining a (predicative) nexus”; see §7.1.3. 




(“ adpredicative 




M The traditional and conventional conception of the part-of-speech proves on examination to be synthetic on two counts: 
first, as a conglomerate of categories rather than a single one; second, in mingling arbitrarily semasiological, syntactic and morpho¬ 
logic considerations of classification. See Brinker 1972:63fF., and §0.2.1.3 above. 

** Halliday I96l:272f. 
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cgory ”) for its “ propaganda value ”, as conveying more cogently the idea of the distributional conti¬ 
nuity of the expansion — more specifically, the obliteration of the major traditional categorial differ¬ 
entiation of adverb vs. adjective as a deep dichotomy (obviously the result of an imported and pre¬ 
conceived “ part of speech ” metalinguistic model). This is especially striking for the adverb . The Coptic 
“ adverb ” is by no means a specialized qualifier of verbs. Nor is the attributive satellite marked by N- 
characterized in any way as adnominal (N-modifiers constitute a crucial intermediate sub-category of 
postadjunctive modifiers which may profitably be considered the point d'appui for the primary category). 
Under the heading of 44 modifier ”, all sub-categories, all paradigms, are to be judged in their own light, 
and no other differentiation is necessary or meaningful. By (as it were) reshuffling and respacing them, 
we arrive at a position where we can consider the grammatical facts free of pre-analytic compartmen- 
talization. 


0.3,1 The term modifier has here an exclusively formal, tagmemic reference: “ satellite ”, 44 ex¬ 
pansion ”. The semasiological aspect of the category is extremely variegated and is not, probably cannot 
be, an operational criterion for grammatical classification. 

0.3.2 Four representative realizations or ipanifestations of this category are treated here: (a) the 
modifier in unmarked, or position-marked, or morphematic cohesion with its nucleus (modificatum): 
Chs. 1, 3,4; (b) the modifier (adnominal/adpronominal) in anaphoric cohesion with its nucleus: the augens 
(Ch. 6); (c) the conjunctive, a verbal adnexal modifier (M-marked, combining the interdependences of 
nucleus-satellite and [logical] subject-predicate): Ch. 7; (d) the focal modifier (presented in a discussion 
of focalization patterns in general): Ch. 2. For a fuller impression and more details of these four mani¬ 
festations, it is suggested the reader consult the Table of Contents opening each chapter. 

0.4 Retrospect: Coptic grammatical research 

In view of the aims of the present work, which are fundamentally reoriented in respect to the tradi¬ 
tional approach to Coptic grammar, 1 keep the critical examination of Coptological grammatical tradition 
to a minimum. It is of course impossible to treat studies of the pre-Polotsky era alongside a consideration 
of Polotsky’s momentous contributions w . Several research-historical or state-of-the-art appreciations 58 
have commented in more or less strong terms on the methodologically neglectful research history of 
Coptic grammar — indeed, the sad fact that general linguistic method and interest have to a considerable 
extent passed Coptic by is as true today as it was a hundred years ago, perhaps more true Without 

57 Most of the issues discussed in this work have not yet been treated in extenso by our Master. Only in one instance (the 
Second Tenses, Ch. 2) have I presumed to question his findings, but even there our differences are traceable to a basic divergence in 
methodological Weltanschauung. Prof. Polotsky’s statements arc by no means invalidated, and what I suggest is an alternative 
(in my opinion advantageous) view of the facts, conceivable only after he had blazed a trail to understanding the system. 

M Polotsky 1971:55f.; Schenkel 1972, esp. 169ff. (on structuralism. Incidentally, Coptic, the language which played so crucial 
a role in Champollion’s decipherment, is sadly underrepresented in this volume commemorating the 150th anniversary of this event); 
Callender 1973a:59f. on the rare structuralist approach; 61 AT., on Polotsky (Callender’s implied reservation about Polotsky’s 
structural method is unwarranted, although it is true that he has never openly broken with traditional [non-structural] 19th-century 
principles and models. As a matter of fact, Polotsky has never pledged himself to any one school of general linguistic method.) 
Junge 1974a is mainly a mcta-meta-linguistic discussion, a critique of SchenkePs and Callender’s papers. Funk 1978a; Mink 
1978. 

" Polotsky 1970:558. The severance of Coptic grammatical scholarship from general linguistics — a subject worthy of 
special study — is as old as Stem’s Grammatik, published at the very time (1880 - the publication year of H. Paul’s Prinzipien 
der Sprachgeschichte ) that next door, so to speak, the Neogrammarian Doctrine emerged full-fledged from the controversies of 

the eighteen-sixties and seventies. Today one observes, not without envy, the methodologically careful, even pampering description 
of the minutest, most exotic “ native dialect ” (Pacific, Amerindian, Papuan...), and the smooth incorporation of living and dead 
Near and Far Eastern languages among those constituting the object of current general linguistic research — while Coptic, a para- 
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dwelling on individual descriptive flaws — examples can be found all over the place — one can compile 
a list of “ seven deadly sins ”, the more flagrant lapses in method since Stem’s Grammatik. These 
are all the more blameworthy in dead-language grammar, where methodology ought to be, if anything, 

more rigorous, since one has no 44 native speaker ” to check and control one’s findings by or to extend 
one’s corpus at wish. They are as follows, in a diminuendo order of persistence (not necessarily of conse¬ 
quence): A view of phenomena which is: not corpus-based , i.e. unhomogenous; unstructural , i.e. atomistic 
and absolutistic 60 ; uncotextual (self-restricted to an arbitrarily delimited extent of analysis); neglectful 
of the interdependence of signifii and signifiant , form and function (also the distinction of alternation 
and variation). This view has been overtly ethnocentric 61 , in terminology as well as in many 44 docile ” 
caiques of extraneous categories, even in circumstances patently pointing to language-specific phenomena. 
(As a matter of fact, terminology often precedes and motivates the postulation of categories, as is inevitable 
when one proceeds unstructurally.) Synchronic treatment is often adulterated with diachronic reflections M , 
the descriptive listener's model with generative , speaker's model formulations. 


0.4.1 Perhaps it would not be out of place — if only as a curiosity — to close this section with five 
typological statements made of Coptic, mostly in the last century. Read today, they convey at worst 
the overpowering impression of utter detachment from the reality of the language; at best, they capture 
something — not always the same something, always subjective, always inadequate — of the flavour 
of Coptic. They have nothing particular to do with details of grammar, but with an accumulated con¬ 
trastive impression in quest of the mot juste Note the consensus on the austerity, lack of sophistication 
and of complexity of the language 64 — an unmistakable sign that Shenoute has been left out of consid¬ 
eration: 

Mingarelli (1785:82): 44 ... verum hacc lingua, ut libere dicam quod sentio, non modo simplex mihi vi- 
detur, sed etiam rudiuscula... insuavis, stridula, compositis vocabulis abundans, inops potius quam co- 
piosa ”. 

Peyron (1841 :159, 44 monitum ”): 44 Finem Grammaticae impono, quin de Syntaxi dicam. Praeterquam 
quod enim in lingua geometrica, cuiusmodi Copticam esse vidimus, par est Syntaxis, quae ordinem natu- 
ralem sequitur, neque inversionem verborum patitur ”. 

Steinthal-Misteu (1893 M :107f.): 44 Formsprache... anreihend... nicht wortig... befriedigende Gestaltung 
des ganzen Satzes... (268)... nackte steife Einfachkeit. (272)... Mumiengeist... (301) ... grammatische 
Armut und Nuchtemheit ”. 


classical, almost “ nostratic ” language, a treasure-trove of grammatical notabilia, has yet to be discovered. The truth is, Coptic 
has been falling between all possible stools, especially those of “ pagan ” Egyptology and the study of Eastern Christianity (with 
the magnificent exception of the Erman-Sethe-Polotsky lineage). The current fashionable flurry of interest in Gnosticism, 
proceeding on the whole as if the grammatical description of pre-Nag Hammadi Coptic is a fait accompli , may prove to be yet 
another milestone in the luckless progress of Coptic linguistics. 

•° Stem, more than any of the pre-Polotsky grammarians, may claim some structuralist sympathy. Consider his predilection 
for a dichotomic presentation of binary (often privative) categories: Relation vs. Annexion ; conjugierter vs. conjugationsloser Satz\ 
Dauerzeit vs. Ereigniszeit (§§369, 494); Tatigkeit vs. Zustand (p. 172f.); Umstand vs. Handlung (§440); mittelbare vs. unmittelbare 
AnknQpfung (d. Objekts, §489), with some only negative terms, like unabhangig (§480), prefix loser Satz , nicht nominates Subject 
(§370), etc. 

,1 This usually means an Indo-European and/or Semitic prejudicial “ squint " (Jesperscn’s term) in description; see Po- 
lotsky 1959:457 (= CP 236). This attitude is more subtle in the typologist’s essentially contrastive treatment: the prevailing spirit 
is rather that of Steinthal-Misteli’s “Wo fMnde sich desgleichen im Indogermanischen odcr Semitischen? " (1893:50). 

” Justly reprimanded by Vergote (BiOr 6:IOIf. [1949]) and Funk 1978a: 105; see now Schenke, OLZ 76:347f. (1981). 

M I am leaving out here some diachronic-typological observations. like Hintze, ZPh 1:96flf. (1947) and the apt criticism by 
Schenkel 1966 a; briefly. Mink 1 978:97f. in traditional Humboldtian terminology (analytic, synthetic, “ wurzelflektierend ”) 

w Cf. for Egyptian Daumas (1952:34): “ L’egyptien a eu parfois de la peine k reproduce la souplesse de la syntaxe 
grecque...he (and others) probably have in mind mainly word-order properties. 

M The Coptic and Egyptian information is given esp. on pp. 267-301, but various reflections on Coptic may be found passim. 



{0.4.1 


Preliminary Chapter 


AnOr. 53 



Am£lineau (1895, apud Schmidt, Pistis Sophia , 1925, xxiii): “ Cette langue ignore les longues phrases... 
c’est une langue 6minemment analytique et non point synth6tique... les phrases proc&dent toujours par 
petits membres tres clairs, presque indipendants les unes des autres... jamais, au grand jamais, nous ne 
rencontrons en copte ces piriodes a incises compliquees a trois ou quatre membres diffirents, dont les 
6l6ments sont unis les uns aux autres d’une maniire synthitique, si bien que rintelligence de la phrase 
entiere ne peut etre obtenue qu’avec le dernier mot 

Compare Stern's on the whole unexceptionable account of Coptic word-order ( Grammatik §635): 

“ Die Wortstellung... bewahrt die Regelm£Bigkeit und Klarheit... Die langsten Perioden, und die Sprache 

• / 

liebt sie weit auszudehnen, zeigen imrner den namlichen einfdrmigen Bau, indem die paratactische Ge- 
dankenabwicklung nur durch die Participia und Relativa oder durch den Conjunctiv oder durch den 

• V 

Infinitiv unterbrochen wird. Die Klarheit, welche der Sprachgeist vom Gedanken fordert, fuhrt seine 
genaue Zergliederung herbei, wenn er mehrfach und verwickelt ist. Von alien Redefiguren ist daher keine 
haufiger im koptischen Satzbau als die Prolepsis. Das Zusammendrangen vieler Begriffe in derselben 
Construction wird dadurch vermieden und der Rede eine gewisse Ruhe und Anschaulichkeit verliehen *\ 
There can be no doubt of the preeminence of Stern as a grammarian of insight and penetration (see n. 60). 

0.5 Technical notification 

0*5.1 Patterns. The scheme of treatment for a given pattern consists in general of the following 
main stages and sections: (a) general observations , (b) paradigm , or category constituency, with token doc¬ 
umentation, (c) special observations on selected individual members of the paradigm, (d) (for some pat¬ 
terns) documentation : representative examples followed by references “ in bulk 


0.5.2 Examples quoted are representative and selected, unless a given phenomenon is less than 
well attested, when most or all of the examples in my files are given. The number of examples varies ac¬ 
cording to the strength of documentation Additional references (not necessarily all) will follow, in 
a 44 Zitatennest ” (following Denniston’s maxim, “ the reader should be allowed to bathe in examples*’). 
Examples are translated only when they are in any way problematic, or if this is necessary or useful or 
has any bearing upon the argument. 


0.5 3 Special symbols and typographical devices used: 


« 










symbolizes a non-autonomous pattern 

an autonomous pattern 

syntagmatic compatibility (not necessarily sequence [contiguity]) 

syntagmatic compatibility and sequence (contiguity) 

unattested (hypothetical) form 

rare or unique form 

fluctuation, variation 

a morpheme, with its paradigm (unqualified substitutability; 

e.g. {n€}, {n-}). 
open juncture 
juncture boundary 
paradigm (substitution group) 


The text is followed by an Appendix of Shenoute sources; Bibliographical Reference List; Indices (Index 
of Terms and Subjects; Index of Coptic Words, Phrases and Constructions; Index Locorum). 


•* Cf. Lagarde’s “ Zwei Beispiele sind etwas wenig. wenn man ’ oft ’ sagt (Aus Jem Jeutschen Gelehrtenleben % 1881,26). 
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1.0.1 

1.1 
1.1.1 
1.1.1.1 
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1.1.2.3 
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1.2 
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1.2.3 

1.3 

1.3.1.1- 3 
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1.3.6 

1.3.7 

1.3.8 

1.3.9 

1.3.10 

1.3.11 

1.3.11.1 

1.3.11.2 

1.3.11.3 

13.11.4 

1.3.11.5 

1.3.11.6 


Problems of synthesis: preconceived ideas of the “adverb” as a part of speech; the Coptic 
“adverb”; N-satellites 
Non-predicative modifier status 

adnominal modifier role: ‘ noun syntagm -* modifier ’ 

Modifiers in noun syntagms, expanding a determinator: 0YaA€N€2, nztUB nkatacapi etc. 

Predication-modifying role: adverbal modifier. Valency; postadjuncts vs. premodifiers 

The postadjunctive adverbal modifier 

Premodifiers; adclausal (adpattern) modifiers 

Modifiers in a Nominal Sentence 

Modifiers as nuclei: modifiers modified 

Modifiers coordinated/disjoined 

The predicative modifier 

# noun syntagm/prefixed personal pronoun -* modifier # (Bipartite pattern) 

# modifier -> f1€ # 

Miscellaneous: oh-;# modifier -* 0 #; p + modifier 
The modifier focalized: # Second tense modifier #, etc. 

The modifier in a predication-presupposing zeugmatic pattern: ‘independent pronoun /noun 
syntagm -> modifier' 

Synthetic information: a selective examination of individual members of the category and their 
properties 

N-marked modifiers: MMAY, MMAT6 (€MAT€), MMHN6, NT€I2€, N20Y0 

Zero-marked noun syntagms in modifier status 

Iteration-marked noun syntagms in modifier status (‘ Kum &AA€ XAA€ f etc.) 

T€HOY 

NAH€, 2NOYM6 
€N€2 

€n-marked modifiers 
2IOYCOn 

TUJNOY, TUIN€ 

AYUI “additionally, furthermore” 

Greek loan-modifiers 

-u>c- characterized modifiers 

"ON-characterized modifiers 

nAAiN 

TAXY 

Prepositions of Greek origin 
Greek loan-modifiers: miscellaneous 
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1.0.1 Problems of synthesis: preconceived ideas of the “ adverb ” as a part of speech; the 

COPTIC “ ADVERB N-SATELLITES 

1.0.1.1 With no other part of speech is it more pertinent to question its definition and demarcation 
than with the “ adverb this part of speech refutes the claims for universal validity, conflicts with lan¬ 
guage-specific realities and is generally arbitrary to the point of being unworkable. This is so unanimously 
felt today that this statement is almost banal; yet “ adverb ”, even if now and then joined or replaced 
by more modern nomenclature, features as commonly as ever in the grammatical register. Trying to 
deal here with this almost embarassing theme as succintly and as pertinently to the task in hand as pos¬ 
sible, 1 shall limit myself to a few observations of a general and historical nature. 

1.0.L2 The traditional and still conventional approach to defining parts of speech 1 mingles un¬ 
controllably notional, morphematic and syntactic considerations. This alone would appear objection¬ 
able, even were one to accept the by itself questionable premise of a grammar 44 where everything is either 
this or that ” 2 , and even were one prepared to tolerate the ethnocentric and/or universalistic bias in tackling 
what are, first and last, language-specific issues. Such 44 pre-fabricated ” pre-analytic entities — to be 
identified in (or, in reality, forcibly accommodated to) the structure of every individual language — must 
be supplanted by structurally conceived categories or category groupings and role relationships: 44 form- 
classes ” defined by position and commutation. 

1.0.1.3 Judged by the traditional lights and pronouncements, the adverb is seen to be a non¬ 
category, a negatively defined, “waste-basket” pigeonhole absorbing such elements as are not eligible 
for classification as other parts of speech, bordering on and merging into others (notably the conjunction 
[ouv$e<jfi6$] and 44 particles ”) 3 . Within this amorphous aggregate, the sole consistently 'operative, 
definitional constituent is the adverb as verb qualifying or verb-adjunctal, adverbal (subsuming, with greater 
sophistication of classification, a subclass of 44 sentence modifiers ” — see below, §1.1.2.2) 4 * . This function, 
really a mixture of syntagmatic and reference-logical phenomena, has nothing natural or immutable 
about it, and, far from being self-evident, must be given careful consideration, the more so in cases like 
that of Coptic, where 44 verb ” and 44 adverbal ” need precise definition, where 44 adverbal ” also applies 
to the status of a paradigm of verb forms 6 . All this apart, it must be stressed that (a) adverbal status, 
although central in forming the detached conception of the “ adverb ” part of speech, is by no means 
coextensive with its entire functional spectrum *, (b) there looms in the background of this conception 
the metalinguistic proportion model 7 : adverbiladverbal) % adjective{ladnommal) — that is to say, the 


1 From the almost inexhaustible critical literature on this aspect of traditional grammar, I shall quote only De Saussure 
1949:152f., Tesni£re 1965:51f., Paul I920:§244ff., Matthews I974:43ff. (" Our traditional parts of speech have not been handed 
to us on tablets of stone "). See also the Preliminary Chapter, note 20. 

* Cf. Hockett 1967:936 (with Sapir’s famous 44 all grammars leak 44 ). 

3 On the Stoic Greek and 7rav8£xrrj<; see Schmidt 1839:37, 45f., Robins 1966:10ff.; see Pinkster 1972: 

35ff. for Latin grammatical theory. There are discussions of this approach in Ahlman 1938:19f., Karcevsku 1936:l07f., Seche- 
Haye 1950:65, Thesleff 1955, e.g. p. 15 n. 1. It is hard to detect a qualitative difference between the descriptive treatment of 44 ad¬ 
verbs " in modern Coptic grammars and (say) that of Tuki 1778, who variously refers to adverbials as 44 adverbium ", particula”, 
44 littera " (N-, €-), simply 44 vox " (X6KAAC); AYUJ is 44 adverbium ” (203ff., see §1.3.10 below); so is €P€-; 2A8H is 44 particula seu prae - 
positio ", N0€ 44 particula seu adverbium ", (I fully concur with Tuki’s designation of N~ as a 44 littera coniunctiva " (96ff.l.) Callen¬ 
der 1970:327ff. (App. IV) does ask some of the relevant questions — in fact, his is the only penetrating examination of this subject — 
but is, I believe, handicapped by his generative frame of reference. Instead of function and distribution, he is interested in 
derivation models and transformational (i.c. dynamic) relationships; my own approach is diametrically opposed to his. 

4 A further source of complications is that 44 adverbal " in 44 general " application includes modification of the substantive 
verb (— what about true Nominal Sentences?) and pr^a was after all used also for 44 clause ", 44 phrase " or rather "utterance" 
(Plato, Cratylus 399b): cf. Steinthal I890:l37f. 

4 Clause Conjugation forms, the circumstantial conversion, conjunctional sentence-forms, various eventive forms (2MnTP€H-, 


MNMCATP6M-). 

* Cf. Schoemann 1862:160f. 

7 See for instance Sechehaye I950:64f., Regula 1951:75, Kurylowicz 1 964 :19f. Among the classical grammarians, see 
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affinity of two distinct functions, related in a transformational or hierarchic model and by some cor¬ 
responding formal (morphological) correlation — regular at least cardinally 9 and at least in the “ inflect¬ 
ing ” Indo-European and Semitic languages. On the other hand, a different point of view goes even further, 
subsuming “ adverb ” and “adjective” under a single cover-term 8 , with various subdivisional properties; 
here the syntagmatic satellital essence of the two categories overrules morphological considerations. 
It is this latter approach which I adopt, as being of advantage in Coptic, where neither hierarchy nor 
transformation is (in my opinion) called for to locate “ adverb ”/“ adjective ” in a systkme de valeur •, 
and where there is no clear-cut morphematic dichotomy between adnominals and adverbals, and hence 
no a priori call for a correlation theory, in brief, where no content can be given to the concepts “ adverb ” 
and “adjective” other than the syntagmatic + paradigmatic information that amounts to their respective 

distributional structures. 


1.0.2 In Coptic, then, it is the “adjective-adverb ” or modifier which is analytically isolable as 
a prime category. The N-satellite marker, a typological show-piece and one of Coptic’s most cogent 
messages for general linguistic experience 10 , may be taken as the Coptic modifier (satellite, expansion) 
exponent par excellence. The multi-functional nature of N-constructions has been the subject of many 
discussions. The typological ones are often tainted by preoccupation with the corresponding Indo-Eu- 
ropean(-Semitic) structure (“ Is N- a case morpheme? If so, which case? ”), while the Coptological ones 11 
show a predilection for (diachronic) speculation rather than (synchronic) description. In this work, I 
shall be concerned with N- in several different pattern-types: as adverbal, generally and specially, in the 
present chapter; as adverbal and focalized, in Chapter 2; as adverbal object-expansion, in Chapter 3; 
in adnominal construction, here and in Chapter 4, and so on. Thus, the only exposition feasible at this 
point is necessarily a generic and loose one. 

The Coptic “ adverb ” is not usually a lexical (morphematic) entity but a syntagm. That is to say, 
lexical “adverbs”, not grammatically analyzable and marked only by grammatical compatibilities 12 , 
are the exception. The largest group by far among adverbally privileged elements consists of prepositional 
phrases 13 , preposition-marked modifiers. Prominent among these are modifiers marked by N-/MMO*, 
which invite some fundamental questions about their nature, identity and function. The crux, the hub 


Scholia Dion. Thrax (Hilgard) 233.25-7; Priscian Inst. (Hertz) XV I (“ hoc enim pcrficit adverbium verbis additum, quod adiec- 
tiva nomina appcllativis nominibus adiuncta ”), II 16 (of the Stoics) “necnon etiam adverbia nominibus vel verbis connumerabant, 
et quasi adiectiva verborum ea nominabant "; see Schoemann 1862: Ch. 10 (esp. pp. 136, 157ff.), Pinkster 1972:37. 

8 Compare the viiesaka in Indian grammatical tradition (Cardona 1973:85 n. 6), possibly also Dion, of Halicarnassus ' 
e7ripp7}p.a in the etymological (preterminological?) meaning. See Sandmann 1939, esp. 91, Lyons 1966:216ff. 

• I differ here with Polotsky's “ transpositional " approach to the Egyptian-Coptic verb (e.g. Polotsky 1976 esp. §§1.1-3; 
see §2.0.0.1 below). Polotsky implicitly assumes the validity of a universal distinction of adverb vs. adjective vs. substantive, 
on which he bases a categorization of (in Coptic, converted) verb forms, even though neither “ adjective ” nor “ adverb ” have 
been defined for Coptic. On the other hand, taking “ adverbial ” and “ adjectival ” as coterminous with “ adverbal ” and 
” adnominal ” is open to objections (see above). 

10 Ever a pet subject of the typologists, these constructions have been intelligently treated by Steinthal 1847, Misteli 1882: 
433ff., Steinthal-Misteli 1893:281, Schwarze-Steinthal 1850:460. 

11 Some noteworthy if not always unexceptionable accounts: Stern §§183, 236, 333ff., 509, 513, 533f., Kickasola 1975:230, 
BOhlig 1977. Crum's struggle to put the morphs in lexicological order ( Dictionary 215-6) is telling. 

11 Cf. (in a sense) Karcevskij’s 11 determinant d marque zero ” (1936:107f.), although he also has here in mind the negative 
essence and the frequent non-rectional nature of adverbial links. Coptic modifiers are lexemic, not modulus categories (Whorf); 
function-words ” (Fries), not a morphosyntactic category as in many Indo-European languages. 

13 Nucleus-satellite IC-analysis of the prepositional phrase is, I believe, impossible in Coptic {pace Nagel 1980:90) — although 
the preposition does presuppose the noun, and is therefore in a determination dependency with it. Unlike Indo-European preposi¬ 
tions, which are often modifiers further expanded, Coptic prepositional phrases are exocentric complexes, and are, judged by this 
criterion (see Kurylowicz 1936:88) 44 a single word ”. In dependency-grammatical terms, the preposition (including N-) “ belongs ” 
to the verb syntagm, not to the noun. 
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of this perplexity lies in the merging in Coptic of the following extra-Coptic (or 44 universal ”) terms 
of relationship; on the one hand (syntagmatically) adnominal/adverbal ; on the other hand (paradigmati- 
cally), adverbial!direct-object markin gjpredicative-constituent marking 14 . Different treatments place 
the burden of the problem at different nodes of this multiple furcation 1S . An all-important (though 
rarely mentioned) feature of the N-modifier is that, more than any other in the prepositional-phrase class, 
it is essentially post-adjunctive : indeed, it is the clearest manifestation in Coptic of the 4 nucleus sat¬ 
ellite' Grundrichtung or basic syntagmatic sequence 16 : except for certain fixed combinations (see 
§1.1.2.2), the major tagmemic polarity feature, viz. the opposition of ante- vs . post-location, is neutralized 
for N-. N-modification is the Coptic adjunct expansion par excellence , the quintessential satellite. 1 would 
therefore agree unreservedly with the old typologists’ evaluation of N- as a general relator , satellite signall 
44 nota relationis " 17 , the reference of the relationship being resolved by the environment. 

1.1 Non-predicative modifier status 

1.1.1 Adnominal modifier role: 4 noun syntagm -►modifier’ 

(A) General observations: (1) The presence here of such members of the adnominal paradigm(s) 
as are associated (by familiarity) with the adverbal status is often explained in transformationalist terms 
as the result of a 44 reduction of a relative construction ” 18 or as an overall nominalization of a verbal 
nucleus and its expansions) 19 . I consider this aetiology unhelpful and unnecessary, as is also the under¬ 
lying assumption that there is something derived, secondary or marginal in the adnominal occurrence 
of an 44 adverb ” *°: any 44 explanation ” of this order must be held irrelevant and extrinsic to the structura, 
significance of this ocurrence. 


14 It must be stressed that these functional mergers are not exclusive to Coptic. For some basic illuminating statements, see 
Becker 1841:597f. (“ prddikafiver Genitiv ", adnominal + predicative), also Schoemann 1862 : 151f.; von der Gabelentz 1869:383 
(adverbal -r object, adverbial — predicative); Frobeen I898:30ff., 38f. (adverbial 4- adnominal + predicative); cf. also Sandmann 
1946 on the French parler haul , dire vrai (adverbial 4- object -f predicative). 

15 BOhlig 1977 sees the hub of the problem in the adnominal (“genitive ") vs. adverbal (“ object") distinction; likewise 
Schwarze-Steinthal I850:460f. Misteli 1882 considers the “ case ” choice; Kickasola !975:230fT. treats the subdivision within 
the adverbal expansion construction. Compare Steinthal 1847:49 “ (N) notiones alias in alias vergentes indicat ”. See now also 
Layton* !981:240ff. 


14 Significantly, we find in (Nitrian?) Bohairic a neat distinction of # KAAtuc - vs. - nkaaujC #, the former a non-adjunctal, 
non-satellitai, adclausal premodifier, the latter an adverbal adjunctal satellite (cf. also # iiaipht- vs. -MnAiPHt #). Whether or 
not the fact that some Bohairic (also “ Middle Egyptian " and Sahidic?) prepositions are preeminently post-adjunctal and need 
a modifier nucleus in premodifier status (#nsphi sen- vs. -S©<#) is germane here still has to be established. 

17 Steinthal 1847:45 “ merae relationis signum ", 50 “ N relativum ", 46 “ exponens indefinitae relationis cuiusdam ", “ N 
cum linea mathematical qua duo puncta conjungantur aut inter se referantur apte comparari posse mihi videtur ". Steinthal-Misteli 


1893:281 “ allgemeiner grammatischer Weiser 

18 So Steinitz 1969:114ff., Brinker 1972:l38ff. This is in fact Schenkel’s (1966) analysis of the ME bSk jm construction, 
which he considers an “ apokoinou" one of a predicative adverb. Truly adnominal, according to him (57f.) are only adjective¬ 
expanding modifiers. Cf. Rudnitzky 1956:130ff. 

*• Steinitz 1969:118fF., Brinker. ibid.. Obviously, some (notably rection-type) constructions could be advantageously ana¬ 
lyzed in lC-terms as ( article ) -I- (verb lexeme -b modifier ): OYKTO €fU20Y (A 2 76), ntlJN2 »A€N€2 (IV 32.8), R2APC2 EIIAIKAION (Ch. 
I06.20f.) nMOY 2MRNOBE (Bert. 1613 2 Tie), as could — most cogently of all — regular nominalizations: TtfiNBUJK E20YN ( K 9298), 
T<IN€I HROYA nOYA €2PAI €N«IX HnNOYTE (Ch. 94.31 fT.), T^INXITA^CE NCUIM (P I30 5 35 Vo), TMNTPEH+TUIN €20YN €NCN€PHY (P 131* 
19 ro) and so on. The distinction between adnominal and adverbal (“ object ") N- is in these circumstances unfounded (see 
below). 


*° “ Extrinseque" (Sechehaye I950:66ff.). Consider Karcevskij's cogent observation on the incidental nature of the ad¬ 
verb’s relationship with the verb (1936:11 Of.). 
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(2) The uniformity of the adnominal modifier paradigm may be broken by several (partly overlapping) 
transformational or analytic expedients: distinguishing between (a) modifiers predicatable in the Bipartite 
Pattern (§1.2.1.1), differently predicatable and unpredicatable ones, (b) syntagms interpretable as {article) + 
(verb lexeme + modifier ) 11 and those analyzable as (article + noun) + modifier , the former with a sub¬ 
group of ( article) + (nominalization exponent + (verb-lexeme + modifier )): m»€HP-2UlB ETIZOMNT (K 934) 


TCK6INC2AI »A- (III 13.12f.) ”, (c) various dependency types, see §1.1.2.1: rectional vs. comple 


• IH! 




modification (especially relevant with verb lexemes, but not excluded with noun-lexeme 44 valency ”). 

(3) The augens , a specific ad(pro)nominal modifier is discussed in detail in Chapter 6 ** 

(4) Among the important adnominally occurring verbal modifiers, we find the attributive relative 
conversion, the adnexal circumstantial u and conjunctive (§7.1.3 below, also §§7.3-4). 


(B) Constituency and paradigms (an open-ended listing)**: 


€ 

€ 

9A 


6 

e 


ZOYN 

2PAI 

2PAI 

2PAI 

BOA 

BOA 


N-/MMO* 

NT€-/NTA* 

NTOOT- 

MN- 

21 “ 

€“/€PO* 
€-/€PO- 
€-, €XN“ 

€- 

2N”/N2HT 

2N-/N2HT t0 

2N-/N2HT* 

2ITN- 

2IXN- 

2ATH- 

2A2TH- 

HCA- 

N-/NA* 

€TB€“ 

»A-, »ATN“ 

nAPA- 

KATA- 


see §1.3.1, spec. obs. 
spec. obs. 

Ill 180.1 
spec. obs. 
spec. obs. 

C/r. 135.37, Wess. 9 86b 24f., spec. obs. 
Ill 87.15 

Ch. 17.47ff., 94.3Iff. 

Ch . 56-7 

III 168.5f., 195.26f. 

IV 74.13 

III 194.22 

IV 29.26f. 

Ch. 117.34ff. 

P 130* 102 KB 
III 157.1 If. 

Ill 42.4 

III 206.16 

III 25.10 

IV 32.8, III 72.20 

III 141.27f. 

IV 106.15f. 


11 /2AP€2 . after Frei 1966, with n- the nucleus (§5.1.1). 

/ \ 

n €- 


n €20YN modifying action-nouns: nicnc ( III 87.15). ArAriH (Ch. 88.53ff.. P13I 4 88 paa), HOCTf (/// 135.25f.), Mntctmht 
(Ep. 66), etc., is specifically adnominal, replacing a simple preposition (mostly N-) in the adverbal status. The actor here is usually 
expressed pronominally in a possessive article (ri€H-, n€K- etc.), and the whole can be rendered 4 * . . .which 1 (you, we. ..) have 
for... ”, following (III 172.18) norma CTEOYHTANM E20YN €- (also lit 118-9). 

83 Borderline cases like NA-% €PO-», 2API2APO* as well as kindred non-augentiai modifiers like woyuit, hhate are discussed 
in the present chapter or in chapter 6. 

u A distinction neutralized (in favour of the circumstantial) after a non-n-determinated nucleus (Shisha-Halevy 1972, esp. 
75-128; 1976c:n. 3). 

15 Ordered by and large on principles of approximate relative frequency, which are of course subject to change as more or 
new attestations are taken into consideration. Many slots in the three paradigms may be zero-realized. Properly speaking, the first 
position in the ‘nom. nucleus — modifier* syntagm is occupied by the determinator paradigm (§5.1.1.0.1), which is expanded by 
the noun lexeme; either may be further expanded by the augens (Ch. 6) and the modifier paradigms here displayed. 
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BOA 

OYT€“ 


NNA2PN- 


X€- 


AIN- 


P 130* 5 n€ 

P 130* 100 KH 

Ch. 158.52f., spec. obs. 

Ch. 76.8ff. 


N20Y0 (§1.3.13), T6HOY (§13.4), NAME, 2NOYME (§1.3.5), AAH6UJC (§13.11.1.2), 20AUIC (§1.3.11.1.1), KAAUIC 
§13.11.1.3), 20M0IUJC (§13.11.1.4), 2AnAUIC (§1.3.11.1.7), HONON (§13.11.2.1.1) MAAAON, MAAICTA (§13. 
11.2.1.4), AYUI (§13.10). 


(C) Special observations: (l) m-/mmo* 26 , ht€-/nta*»: (a) It would seem that any account of 
these elements and their intricate functional structure must start with a statement of position regarding 
the identity or homonymy of adnominal N- (with n€M- a partly suppletive pronominalization w ) and 
adverbal N-/MMO*. 1 believe this approach is methodologically unsound, and that the only alternative 
to speculation in this case lies in a structural definition (cf. §3.1.2.0.1) 28 . Adnominal N- occurs, as a 
nota relationis , in syntagms with a value which (say) an Indo-European-oriented observer could identify 
with that of his own attributive or possessive, syntagms; still, the significance of this for the Coptic innere 
Form must not, to say the least, be overstated. 

(b) N-modification of a nominal nucleus can occur with (usually before) other modifiers. The sequenc/ 
of several modifiers may (here as with adverbal modification, §1.1.2.1) be subjected to IC-analysis: (//e 
90.2) (AAAY NPtUM€) 2IBOA / (ibid. 217.23) (2A2 NTAM6ION) N2HTH / (Ch. 17.47ff.) [(fUNO*) NKPIMAJ €(2PAI 
CJtuiN)** and so on. 

(c) N-, the adjunct-characteristic xoct e^ox^v, is prenominal; instances like(CA. 98.36ff.) OYMNTEPO N£A€- 
N€2 or (IV 159.13 codd.) n2UlB NKATACAPZ 1 take to be a case of N- governing a nominalized (“ hy- 
postasized ”) modifier — or rather governing a determinator , expanded by a modifier: see §5.1.1. N- is 
no less a symptom indicative of the “ nominalness ’* of a syntagm than are the determinators: indeed, 
N- and the determinators always occur conjointly, in a nuclear syntagm further expanded by a noun lexeme 
or modifier, see §1.1.1.1. 


(d) I fear the present account cannot claim to give the last enlightening word on the (allomorphic?) dis¬ 
tribution of N- vs. NT6-/NTA*. The grammar-books’ threadbare and lacunary statement for Sahidic 30 , 
to the effect that (a) NT€- expanding an indefinite noun, governs a definite one, and (b) HT€- expands 
an already expanded noun — although correct and workable in a general way for Shenoute 3l , would 


23 See §1.0.1.2 above, Chs. 3 and 4. Quecke (1981:260) does not consider this n- prepositional; what matters synchronically 
is its satellital status. 

” Note MnB(0)AN- (Ch. 93.44ff.), pronominally MfiEHBOA (ibid. 100.1), Shenoute follows here Akhmimic usage (Dictionary 

33-4). 

“ I am of course aware of the diachronic roots and grounds for the distinction made between the “ properly adnominal ” 
N (< Eg. n) and “adverbal + predicative 4- prepositional” N (< Eg. m), and also that “in the midst of synchrony we are in 
diachrony ”. Nonetheless, I firmly believe in the feasibility of a synchronically-termed consistent description of the status quo result¬ 
ing from the historical event of the merging of |m} and {/»). 

29 In Frei’s dependence model (Frei 1966): 



*° For example, Stern §292ff. (not completely separating the Sahidic and Bohairic systems). Till §11 Iff. (including an exam¬ 
ple with a demonstrative-expanding nucleus — Joh. 12:34 — which I would rather analyze as n€i(SPHP€ NT01PUJME). 

31 Consider (IV 26.2) 2ot€ NTcnwoYTC / (/// 214.18) OYArreAOC h oyItna nternoytc / (Ch. 101.35ff.) 2€nk€Ata0on ntchkaz / 
(A 2 92) N€T2Hn NT AY i (A 2 451, not Sh.) T62IH CTCOYTUJN NTCTAPCTN / (P 130* 48 CKA) TPACOY MM€ NTEUXOCIC / (IV 195.14) 2P€ HIM 
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conflict especially with instances of ‘ 0- + N- (def.) \ e.g. (A 1 133) 2UJC «IHP€ HnoYO€iN / (A 2 453, not 
Sh.) ... »uin€ NPU1H€ MnNOYT€/N«JHP€ NTOPro, ‘ ( indef ) + NT€“ (indef) * e.g. (A 2 433, not Sh.) zenoiko- 
AOMH NT€2€N9 HP€ »HM and ‘ (def.) + NT€" (def) \ e.g. (A 2 420, not Sh.) N6HJCNAIUKC HT€riNOB€ / (ibid. 
452) M»HP€ NT€nner0LOC€ / (/> 130 2 55 tis) noYU>» mcneteHT eeooY / (/> 130 s 22 *mo) NAnocroAOc ntc- 
nxoic / even (P 130* 62 0€) NCYKATACAPI ntay. Pending the findings of a special study, I suggest that 
an original opposition of N- vs. NT€- (essential possession vs. incidental possession or appurtenance), 
usually neutralized in accordance with the above statements, is maintained in isolated cases, perhaps 
with a limited inventory of noun lexemes in the nucleus 38 where N- is the marked exponent of essential 
possession, with NT€- either an unmarked or non-possessive relator. The whole issue is a component 
of the multi-faceted theme of determinator syntax (cf. §5.1.1). Observe, however, that like N- f NT€ is not 
exclusively adnominal (N€T€P€2€NKOOY€ A26 nay ntcthytn Ch. 101.38ff.), although N- is a regular 
direct-object expansion mark (Ch. 3), while NT€- is a non-rectional modifier. 

(e) See §6.0.1 for N- introducing a lexicalizing apposition following a pronominal nucleus: (III 96.21) 
...2Apoc NTfie, (Ch. 102.9f.) ...€POH Nr€NOC NIM, even (A 2 403) (nie€) HMUTTN MnecNAY. This construction 
must be kept apart, if only for the reason that a non-determinator pronominal nucleus (predominant 
in the augential modification patterns, Chapter 6) does not feature in the nucleus paradigm of adnominal 
N“. (On the affinity between 4 noun -► modification ’ and 4 pronoun -* apposition ’, see §4.3.) 

(2) €~: this is the only common, unmistakably rectional modifier in our paradigms. Instances like 
(A 2 396) OYWAX€ 6XOOH or (IV 152.2) OY2UIB 6AAH are a case apart: the modification here is dependent 
on the environment of the noun syntagm as well as on the formal nucleus. (On €20YN €- see n. 22.) 

(3) 2I-, MN-: the distinction between the non-coordinating modifier 21- (e.g. in Ch. 208.43f. (n) 20 
2120) and the coordinating 21- (TBBO 2IM€ III 34.17) can be stated in terms of the distributional relationship 
of the latter, which coordinates zero-determinated nouns, with MN-, which serves to coordinate {n-}/ 
{OY-}-determinated noun syntagms: 2€NOYUIH MN26NCUI (P 130 2 37 ro), OY2KO MNOY6IB6 (ibid.), riNOYB 
HNnzAT (Ch. 116.57f.), N20H MNHXATM€ (P 130 2 59 o); with 0- HIM (§§3.1.1.2.1(3), 5.1.1.0.1) we find 
AYUJ/-2I-/-MN- (P 131 s 28 ro) tfUJNT HIM ZIOPfH NIH MNA9KAK HIM MNKAKIA HIM, also Ch. 21.33AT., 48.54AT., 
etc. The pronominal state of MN- is found only in coordinative instances like (III 22.17) NAN NHM€ or 
(BM 209 A6) 6PUITN NMMAN, see §1.1.2.4.1. 

(4) 2A(2)TN- (a) Consider the following instructive example, in which the adnominal modifier is 
disjoined from the same prepositional phrase in predicative status and adnominal (relative) form: (III 
157.1 Iff.) n2AAO 2A2THN... 6AAU) 2A2TNTHYTN... N2AAOI CT2ATNTHYTN. This does not mean that the ad¬ 
nominal modifier is a “ reduced ” form of the relative construction, but only that their significations in 
the given context are sufficiently close, (b) Note the prevalence of indefinite nuclei (this is also true for 
2PAI N2HT««). Does this imply a prosodically conditioned adnominal placement of an adverbal (or ad- 
clausal) modifier — the indefinite nucleus, as it were — attracting the modifier to its vicinity? Compare 
NIM 6N62 (§1.3.6 below). 

(D) Documentation: 

N-: exx. passim (esp. in §§1.3. and Ch. 4), and consider (P 130 5 16 ro) 2€NK€NOYT€ MDBAnX0€iC / (P 130 4 
140 VO) OYA N©€ NHIATNOYT6 / (///221.9) FlOYA 110YA NN€T€MnOYKTOOY €BOA«. / (IV 73.11) AAAY MMA 

2ICUJ NIH NT€nMOY / ( BLOr . 6807(2) f. 7) OPm NIH NTAM. A strikingly conflicting locus is (P 130* 22 #He) NAnOCTOAOC NT€nX0lC 
vs. HflPO+HTHC THPOY Hn€NXO€IC. NB. (P I30 4 1 27 HB) fl€2POOY N2€NArr€A0C. 

31 This is, I think, the situation in Bohairic; here, however, we have wheels within wheels, since the determinators themselves 
are exponents — perhaps the primary ones — of this distinction. In Sahidic too, an instance like (P 130* 21 ro) N€Y«*HP€ HNN€Y- 
»€€P€ NTCTCAPI proves that “possession'’ and “ NT€-appurtenance “ are compatible, hence distinct categories. 

- 21 - 
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MMOOY / fllCA MMO«», flEICA MNF1AI MHO» (A l 106, IV 95.17, III 204.8) / (A l 276 = Ch. 117.19f.) TEI2E 
HHOOY T€ “ this is their way ” / -P-TflE MMOOY (A 1 150, 306). 

E-/EPO-: aiMMO 6- (A 2 102, the rection of »MMO being 6-), nAAAOTPloe EPOS (A 2 32) I (A / 465) (BUJK) 
N20in 6POOY / {III 18.28) ATNOB€ eiieheooy / (IV 5.5f.) nNAY crizo. For adnominal €TP€- — oyaotoc 
ETPE- (III 218.14), TWIN'SAA... €TP€- (IV 67.24), T€YNOY ETPEN- ( Wess. 9 155b 3ff.) — see §7.4. 

E20YN €-: see footnote 22, to which add (A I 16) flETNEOOY E20YN EOYON HIM A YU) E20YN CPOI 2UI / (A 2 256) 
OYMOYSST E20YN EriKUIT. 

C2PAI (EAN-): (Wess. 9 148a If.) KEANOMIA E2PAI EAWK / (III 210.18) nECflUJT H nECKUITE E2PAI / (Ch. 
17.47ff.) niNO<S NKPIMA E2PAI EAUIN. 

2N-/N2HT- : (P 130 2 48 CKA) 2A2 SKATE 2NNETOYAAB / (P 131 5 4 ro) OYA N2HTTHYTM / (IV 73.11) AAAY NSHUNE 
2Mt1€YCUIMA / (P 131 7 25 ro) AS 2NNEH2M2AA NETP-2UIB KAAUJC / (A 2 120) KEMEAOC 2MI1EKCUIMA / (ibid. 245) 
OYAAAE 2NTEHOYEPHTE CMTE / (K 9291) nNAY 2Mn20, nNAY 2Mn2HT / (Ch. 118.44f.) OYMA HMTON 2NMHHYE 
/ (IF 61 apud Dictionary 147b) 2ENAAAY ZNNTon / (III 217.23) 2A2 ntameion N2HTH / (ibid. 168.5ff.) nMOY 

THPH ZMnNOBE, nUIN2 THPH 2NTAIKAIOCYNH. 

2PAI 2N-/NZHT^: (IV 74.13) OYA 2PAI N2HTN / (P 130 2 63 OZ) 20EINE 2PAI N2HTN... OYON 2PAI N2HTTHYTN, 

sim. Ill 152.5f.; sim. (OYON nim) HI 126.1, (PUJME) K 927, P 131 7 45 ro, (2A2) A 2 301. 

EBOA 2N-: (III 194.22) OYAITEAOC EBOA 2NTnE / (CIl. 144.461T.) nerCOYTUiN EBOA ZMOETCOYTUIN, ONOYTE 
EBOA ZMnNOYTE, nSHPE ETOYAAB EBOA 2MnEIUJT ETCMAMAAT. 

21- : (Wess. 9 132a 28f.) OYSAAE 2IBOA / (ibid. 112b 27f.) 2ENKOOYE 2IBOA / (III 90.2) AAAY NPUIME 2IBOA. 
EBOA 2ITN-: (IV 29.26f.) 2ENSHPE MN2ENSEEPE EBOA 2ITMnNOYT£ / (A 2 304) OYfSUJHT EBOA ZITMnNOYTE 
/ (III 158.7f.) 2ENN06 NKPIMA EBOA ZITMnNOYTE. 

SA-: (III 142.28f.) MnsA NEl SAPON / (BKU 180 2 11.21, Wess. 9 138c-d, Ench. 82a) OYUIN2 SAENE2. 

N“/NA^: (P 131* 84 Vo) OYKAHPONOMIA NAM / (III I26.5f.) TEYMNTCABE NAY MAYAAY. 

2ATN-: (IV 35.27f.) AAAY 2PAI N2HTN H 2ATNTHYTN NTIUTN / ( Wess. 9 150a 14ff., d 22f.. IV 28.22) 20INE 
2ATNTHYTN / (A 9291) n<5UI 2ATNNENEPHY. 

NNA2PN-: (BM 253 NH) 2ENSMMO NNA2PAY / (P 130 s 100 KH) SAYSUinE NATSAY NNAZPMnNOYTE. 

EBOA OYTE-: (P 130 2 5 nE) nnONHPOC EBOA OYTEOYON NIM. 

nAPA-: (IV 206.12f.) 2ENPUIME MnONHPOC AYUI NP€MP~NOBE nAPA PUIME NIM. 

KATA-: (Wess. 9 Ola 9f.) TEMnAANH KATAPOH / (IV 69.15f.) KE2UIB KATATEI2E / (Ch. 167.56ff., IV 31.4. 
159.13, III 74.16) 2ENEIOTE KATAnEIBIOC / (P 130 2 107 ro) 2ENEIOTE KATACAP1. 

ETBE-: (P 130* 50 CK) nUIN2 ETBETAIKAIOCYNH. 

AE-: ( Wess. 9 129b 30f.) niSAAE AE-20MOOYCIOC / (A 2 343) nEIPAN... AE- 20 H / (BM 253 NH) nEICXHMA 
AE- (“ which means ”) monaxoc / (A 1 155) NEIonE AE-CUI2E I (III 59.8) OYMA ae-beaamuin I (P 130* 124 

AS) PAN... AE-OYHHB 2IMONAXOC. 


l.l.l.l Modifiers in noun syntagms. In the syntagm ‘ determinator -> modifier ’, the modifier 
expands the nuclear determinator pronoun. This is not a “ hypostase ” except by virtue of a pattern 33 . 
The inventory of modifiers is here shorter than in the post-lexeme paradigm (§1.1.1), and includes many 
Greek loan-modifiers and in general mostly fixed expressions, cliches and caiques. The ensuing noun 
syntagm is often (for some modifiers, usually) the predicate of a bimembral Nominal Sentence. 

(1) Nucleus: }n-}: (IV 53.4) nzAOH miioyoein / (A l 302) nzoYN nzhtoy / (Teza 684) naA ene2, ap- 
positive after nNOYTE (§4.3) / nEBOA 2N-, N(E)EBOA 2N- n- (Ench. 89a, P 130 2 109 vo, III 114.25, IV 126.29, 
Ch. 47.49f., Wess. 9 131a 13f., K 9294, P 130* 122, 130 s 22, A 1 289, etc.) / (Ch. 97.35f.) MnPOCOYOElS. 
No instance of the feminine determinator T- is known to me. The possessive determinators: (III 20-1) 
NAAINI1KAIPOC / NEHKATACAPI (IV 122.24 cod., A 2 526 etc.). 
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(2) Nucleus: {OY-}: OYKATAPUTTN (/// 116.17, 117.5f.) / 0YriAPA(T€Y-/T€H-/T0C)* YCIC (Ch. 21.26f., 

IV 112.24, P 130* 24 PriB) / OY»A€N€2 (A 2 236) / 2 418, not Sh.) OYnPOCOYOEiy (vs. OY»A€N€2 on 

line 12) / zgnicatacapi (IV 81.5, 112.7, P 130* 111 ro) / (III 107.17ff.) oycboa 2iTMriNOYT€. 

(3) Nucleus: 0-, after the modifier marker N-: — N^A€N€2 (IV 38.15, A 2 465) / (IV 159.13) — NKA- 
TACAPI, V./. KATACAPf, §1.1.1 / (III 58.29) — NKATA6IUJ2ANNHC / (A 2 100, IV 162.5) MnAf»An»l, parall. 
nAPAnyi, line 6. 

(4) A (unique?) case of real hypostase 34 : 9A2tPOY2€ “ until evening ” (IV 84.10, 92.2, v.l. VAPOY26), 
which however may be explained by metanalytic analogy with 2ITOOY6 < 2TOOY6 (the latter being ety¬ 
mologically primary). €N€2 (§1.3.6), historically a prepositional phrase, is unanalyzable in Coptic. 

1.1.2.0.1 Predication-modifying role. The adverbal modifier. Valency. Postadjuncts 

vs. premodifiers. The adverbal 33 modifier is found to occur in either of two patterns, viz. # verb 
syntagm -f modifier #, where it is postadjunctive, and # modifier + verb syntagm where it is either 
focal (one construction in a set of focalization patterns, see §§2.4-6) or adclausal (in the sense of “ in relation 
to the whole pattern or clause as such ”), premodifying 36 . In the latter case (§1.1. 2.2) we cannot speak 
of an expansion or adjunction: I take the function of the modifier here rather as presetting , orientating 
in advance, prelocating the clause in a framework of local, temporal, modal relationships 37 ; the mod¬ 
ifier is preparatory, in a sense given and (like conditional or temporal protases) often topical (cl. §2.0.2. 1). 
Thus, although the convenient term 44 premodifier ” will be employed in the following discussion, it 
stands rather for 44 presetter ”, 44 predeterminer ” or the like. No small difficulty here lies in uncovering 
the syntactic structure of the pattern M . Two alternative analyses present themselves: (a) The whole 
# modifier -j~ clause # complex precludes nucleus-satellite analysis, that is to say, cannot be binarily 
analyzed in terms of a centre-and-periphery hierarchy, yet can be stated as a “determination” depend¬ 
ence, the premodifier presupposing the clause and not vice versa. (This is not unlike the preposition- 
noun dependence.) (b) Not in line with the basic Coptic nucleus -> satellite syntagmatic sequence (but 
in accordance with that of the 44 mediator ” lexeme premodifier construction, §3.4), we analyze the 
complex as 4 expansion -> nuclear clause ’ *. 

u Cf. Karcevskij 1936:109f. 

14 44 Adverbal in adjunctal or at any rate non-nexal relationship with a conjugation form (here 44 verb syntagm ” [VS]). 
It goes without saying that further subcategorization of the verb is still called for—or a precise compatibility determination of cer¬ 
tain modifiers with certain conjugation forms. 

M The generally accepted (if language-specifically elusive and complicated) distinction of sentence- vs. component- 
modifier has been extensively treated for various languages;cf. Kern’s Satz - vs. Pradikatsbestimmung , Gabelentz I869:380,383f., 
Sechehaye 1950:164f. (“complements de phrase ”), Greenbaum 1969, Mathesius I975:l40f., Allerton andCruttenden in Lingua 
34:1-30 (1974). 

There is no discussion of this issue for Coptic (but cf. Funk 1978b:96ff., lOlff., esp. §4.1.2, on the “conjugation media¬ 
tors ”, which Funk considers to be sentence modifiers of a kind; see §3.4 below on the “ lexeme premodifiers “). 

37 Cf. Weinrich I977:226ff., 268f., etc. on the “ obstinate signals ” which premodify sentences and larger subtextual units, 
up to text extent. 

M The correlations and interactions of placement (e.g. initial, post-verbal, final) function (adverbal. adclausal) and syntag¬ 
matic structure are too complex, and involve factors too multifarious (including considerations of prosody, prominence, ev*n style) 
to be thus summarily dismissed. As in any other issue of word order, a unified theory must be evolved in this case. (Cf. Jacob¬ 
son 1964 for a painstaking scanning study of English modifier placement.) 

* Note too the functionally difficult, if formally sharp, difference between premodifiers preceding an uncharacterized 
clause-form (* KAAWC AKAOOC ’) and a focal (nexus-constituent) modifiers. With the latter, the initial position is a feature of the predi¬ 
cative pattern (‘ kaaujC eyxui mmoc’). Often, the actual difference in function escapes one. (Formally too, there is the pos¬ 
sibility of transition from one construction to the other, with €- and X€- 44 devalued ” to a post-modifier clause form; see below, 
esp. §1.3.11 passim, and §2.5.0.!.). 
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1.1.2.1 The postadjunctive adverbal modifier 

(A) General observations: (1) Nucleus - expansion. The verb syntagm is expanded by 
the modifier; more precisely, it is the verb lexeme that is expanded. Some modifiers may be further 
expanded in their turn (§1.1.2.4). The prepositional phrase, however, can be analyzed only as a deter¬ 
mination dependence, the preposition being the determinant — presupposing the noun, which is the de¬ 
terminate. 

(2) Valency structuring (see also §3.0.1.2). Status hierarchy is the foremost question raised 
in this construction, since we usually have more than one modifier expanding one verb syntagm. This 
is primarily a matter of IC-analysis, of analytic model, of definition in terms of sequence and commuta¬ 
tion, and — most crucial — of finding criteria for distinguishing between complementation (which is 
optional, grammatically unrestricted, non-rectional, hence pertinent and meaningful) and rection (con¬ 
ditioned, i.e. non meaningful) of the verbal nucleus 40 . In this regard, Crum’s Dictionary is notoriously 
unhelpful (we are lucky, though, to have such a varied and extensive — if unstructured — inventory of 
attested combinations). A study of verb valency (actantial properties or potential) in Coptic is an 
urgent grammatical and lexicological desideratum . A specimen structured display of combination pos¬ 
sibilities follows: 

(«i. p t ): # VS + modifier #; in matrix terms, positions 41 (0) and (1). 

(a,): (K 9294) ccuibe ncuioy 
( pi): (A - 913) “(AHnurr way 

(otj): rection, “object” (see §3.0.1) or “case" 41 . The modifier here is a co-constituent of the verb 
lexeme (“ V + "), and no other actant is addable: “ bivalent verbs ". The modifier, being conditioned, 
is here a mot vide, devoid of own meaning, commutable only with 0- 43 , if that 44 . The rection case par 
excellence is that of the mediate direct object marked by H-/MMO-*, discussed in detail below (Ch. 3). 
Some other bivalent lexemes: currn (N-), 2AP62 (€-), SUJnc (N-), various reflexive verbs (mton, SJOYSOY). 
((3 X ): complementation. The modifier in position (1) is optional, freely commutable, hence meaningful, 
semasiologically contributive, distinctive and indeed defining. 

(a t , p,): # VS + modifier l -f modifier t #; matrix: (0)-(l)-(2). 

(«,): (Iff 130.6) ...€TAI MMOH NtfONC / ( IV 54.16) EY6TCABOOY ertZAAO 45 / (77/ 204.5f.) 9APCTCI0 MFIOEIK 
MNtiHOOY “ satiate thee (2nd fern.) with... ” / {IV 79.14) 2MnTP€YAiT€l mmooy mmoh — the identity of MMO<* 
is here structurally definable (§3.1.2.0.1) / {ibid. 82.28) ...E20BCK MMOOY / {III 166.22) ns*l eroYNASi mmoh 


40 On this famous issue, see Tesni^re I965:127ff. (actants vs. circonstants; his two criteria are patently inadequate. The for¬ 
mal one, very ethnocentric, conflicts with our N-, while the semasiological one cannot be accepted on its own). See also Frh 
I 964:35f., Helbig I971:33flf., Brjnker 1972: 1 30<T., 154ff. (” In diesem Bereich ist noch fast alles zu tun ’*). This distinction is all 
too often vague and elusive (witness the ” essentiality” vj. “ erasability ” test). For further references, see §3.0.1.2 below. (In 
Coptic, cases like X€PO-* and X€NA«* — see Cerny, ZAS 97: 44-6 [1971] — are clearly instances of non-rectional expansion 
turned rectional.) 

41 “ Position ” in a structural, not sequential sense, and potentially realizable by zero. 

4 * Ros£n !977:168ff. 

43 This, together with absence of complementation (non-pertinent absence), correspond to Dictionary's ” Intr. ”, Cherix's 
” absolut ”. 


44 Consider hay €-/€BOA, where €- cannot be zeroed. (The rectum of €- can be zeroed, by replacement by boa). As a mat¬ 
ter of fact, zeroing takes place by definition in this pattern only, not in the complementation construction, where the absence 
of a modifier docs not have a grammatical significance. 

45 “ Let the elder be informed about them”. So too (A 2 310) TCAB6-n€TN20 6200YT. In (IV 198.20) AYTCABO) €POM 
“I was informed about him”, the role of slots (1) (“direct object”) and (2) is reversed; the essential point here is the 
existence of two governed slots , one of which is €- marked. (See also Polotsky 1933:418 n. I [not in CP], on TAMOOY €-). 
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N2ENPUIME l(BM 204 OZ) NCTMM€€Y€ EPOOY E0Y04I10Y / (III 106.29) AMTCTO AE EBOA NN»AX£ MM€ « / {ibid. 

H)6 I8f.) €TP€YTC€M-MOOY NCETMMEM-OEJIC. 

(ft )• {III 185.17f ) ZMITTPOTZAAO €1 €BOA 2ITETHYTN / {Ch. 162.18f.) EYUISI EBOA 2IBOA / {ibid. 23.54ff.) MTOOY 
M * N€T€»AK€I N2HTOY 2N26NPACOY, structurally different 2N-. 

(a )' Double rection: two conditioned expansions of a trivalent verb lexeme. Consider also 6NTM em-, 

2AP€2 €POM CM- 47 . 

(ft )• Double complementation. We find here very frequent mixed (a + P) constructions 48 : (a x + Pi): 
(III 98.12) ecnOTner MMOOY €2PAI €- / (A 2 234) T£NniCTIC ETXHK €BOA E20YN EPOM / (K 9294) NTocncr- 
OYSSAiC €POC A€- 48 . (a x + P,): (A 2 361) AM2APE2 EPOC NAM EYMNTAniO / (Ch. 26.51ff.) nECOYUlSI ETCME 
MMOOY N2HTM 2 NOYMC / (III 187.8) €T€TNTNNOOY MMOOY NAN N2A2 NCOn / (Leyd. 301) NNEPUJME CEK-TEM- 
20 ITE 62 PAI KAKUJC. (a, + P x ): (III 107.12) EMMOTN NCP-MAA2 EBOA OYB€- / (IV2.3) NCTEPEnxOEIC MI-POOYS 

2APON N2HTOY. 

(a 3 ) (uncommon): (A 2 397) ...ETPEMKAAM KA2HY MMOM /(III 112.10f.) NETEPENEY2BHYE OYUIN2 MMOOY EBOA 

XE-26NKAKE N£. 

(p 3 ): (l y 106.12) ...EKurre ezoyn eboa enxiNXH / (A 2 87) NMsoon pui an nteize zpai nzhte tenoy. (a x + 

P,): (III 208.17f.) NETO NAM TENOY NHI ♦ANEPON / (Ch. 116.36ff.) CENAP-PMMAO 2N2EN2BHYE (lArAOON] 
2 NOYPU 1 ME noyuit ayui 2NOYKUTT NOYUTT] EYXIUPA: IC-analysis adds in these complex cases a vital hierar¬ 
chical resolution (see below). 

(p<): (l y 175.lOf.) NANOY-EI ON C2PAI 2IXUIM 2NNKUTTE NTE2IH ETBE NETNA2E NAY 2APATM. 

(«, + P*): (III 116.25ff.) AMKTO NTEMrflA 2PAI N2HT 2NOYMKA2 N2HT ENA'S UIM KATAITAMny A XE-AIP-NOBE 

MflEMMTO 6BOA. 

(3) IC-analytic decisions are essential in certain cases: (a) Denominal derived “ compound verbs 

0 1 0 12 

‘P-2AA mmom’ may be analyzed as bivalent (P-2AA | MMOM) or trivalent (p- 2AA mmo-). (b) Occasionally 

0 i 

one hesitates between assigning two successive modifiers to a single or two separate slots: €1 62PAI €- 

t 1 2 

(expanded modifier, see §1.1.2.4) or €l 62PAI €-. We do not have any means of resolving this dilemma, 
except that of semasiological evaluation (which would not help us out anyway in case (a), and is in¬ 
conclusive and arbitrary even in case (b)). (c) In instances of ((l*...)* IC-analysis is often enlightening 
(see exx. above). 

(4) The manifold text-cohesive function of modifiers does not directly concern us here, as the seg¬ 
ment under examination is 4 VS + modifier ’ alone; nevertheless, the compatibility of both grammatical 
(i.e. conjugational) and lexical elements of the verb syntagm with their modifiers 60 must be investigated. 
This is hardly feasible in a study such as the present one, which aims at a syntactic schematization of the 
modifier system (see below, §§1.3). It must be undertaken as part of a monographic, systematic treat¬ 
ment of verbal syntax and semantics for individual conjugational environments and semasiological 
syntagmatics. Other desiderata are the investigation of modifier occurrence, collocations and of modifier 

41 With syntagmatic (sequential) and structural (analytic) orders conflicting. As a general rule (with some well-known 
exceptions, see Polotsky 1961) the further away a modifier is from the verb lexeme, the less grammatically involved it is 
whh it; this does not apply, though, to positions (1M2) of the matrix. 

At least one possible description of the adnexal * noun 4 -circumstantial ’ complex expanding a verb would involve distin¬ 
guishing between a bivalent lexeme («lN€/2€ €- + direct object) and its trivalent homonym dNTM /2€ €POM €M-, NAY €POH €H-, 2AP€2 

etc. 1 have found (Shisha-Halevy 1972:77-82) this honomymy also for xui, t, TUI», xno, TA20 and other verbs. 

A striking case of lexemes both rectionally and complementationally expandable is that of t (and xi): + J- | €20YN/ 
€2P AI /O YB€~ /HNNCA - /€**, XI g- | €-/€XN~. . . also NIH€ | €20YN/€(2PN)-/NCA-. . . 

Sec §3.1.2.2.2 for a discussion and an extensive listing of these syntagms. 

50 Cf. Weinrich 1977 passim (e.g. 71), Seiler 1968, Klum 1961 (esp. 86 flf.), Steinitz-Schadlich 1970, etc. 

- 25 - 



§1.1.2.1 


Chapter 1. Patterning of Modifiers 


AnOr. 53 


mobility in the utterance (this last is here selectively attempted). Specific pronoun-including modifiers 
are exponents of a cohesion scheme: the augens, discussed in Ch. 6: (A 1 122) €P€COOYN tuin h €P€€IM€ tujn 
h 6INA6IM6 TUIN ANOK. So (less regularly) are anaphoric elements included in the expansions: (IV 128.1 If.) 
(1NOB6 €NTANM€€Y€ GBAXVi 6BOA MHON 6TBHHTH, 6TBHHTH resuming n(N0B€), “IAATH resuming n€N(CON> 
in the preceding cotext / (P 130 4 88 ro) N+COOYN mmok AN X€-ntk-nim / (ibid. 89 vo) MnPTP€n€KCUJMA 
6€ KNN€ X6KAC NN6HTAKOK / (III 130.7f.) nAI 6THMAY AYUJ N€lKOOY€ F1NOYT6 NAKPIN6 2NTMHT6 MflAI 
hnnai ctmhay. (In a future general study of Coptic text-grammar, and specifically text cohesion [“ tex¬ 
ture ”], this issue of phoric expansions must take a foremost place [see §3.1.1.1.0.1, 5.1.1.1 and 6.0.2.2(8) 
for some special anaphoric features].) Otherwise, the modifier stands in unmarked (or morphematically 
marked) cohesion with its nucleus 61 . 

(5) Specifically adverbal verb-forms (though not, except for the conjunctive, Ch. 7, discussed here) 
must be considered members of the modifier paradigm: the conjunctive and other Clause Conjugation 
forms, the adverbal circumstantial forms 52 , vested 63 (2UIC-, 20TAN-, AIN- etc. + €-) and unvested (€-), 
conditional forms and constructions, the coeventive (2MnTP€H-), posteventive (mnncatp€H-) and precursive 
(NT6P6H-) 54 , the last being post-adjunctively in marked placement; various conjunctional constructions 
(including *€-). Although certainly modifiers and syntactically akin to the mixed bag of items specified 
in the inventory below, they form a class apart in respect of word order, not being accommodated by 
the ‘ 0-(l)-(2)... ’ matrix. They are mostly non-rectional (the circumstantial and conjunctive — Ch. 7 — 
are adnexal). 

(B) Constituency. The following is an open-ended inventory, a checklist rather than a true para¬ 
digmatic presentation. It is a paradigm in the sense that these modifiers do occur in adverbal postadjunc- 
tive status and in the compatibilities and order indicated. A few words are called for concerning the ex¬ 
haustiveness and validity of claims made here. Since we deal here with lexemes (or rather elements in 
the no man’s land common to grammar and lexicon), the lists and combination possibilities cannot be 
taken as closed (especially as the corpus may yet be extended, and 44 productivity ” in a dead language 
must be a matter of inference rather than assumption). References are representative (1 have no statistics 
on frequency. More references are given for the rarer items). 


(1) prepositions 


€-(A-)/€PO- 

€PAT* 

6 PN-/6PUJ*, €PO*» 

eTN-/eTOOT- 

€2€N“ 

€2PN-/€2PA- 

6 AN-/6XUJ- 

AAN-, €£N-/A*U)~, €£UI~ 
€TB€-/€TBHHT- 


“to, for, concerning etc.”. Ill 184.13, Ch. 127.24, Mun. 104. 

“to (chez) ”, Ch. 155.46f. (Dictionary 303). 

“ to, on (the mouth of...) ”, Ch. 48.53f., A I 241, BM 253 NS, P 131 4 154 A€: 
P 130 4 127 MB; Z 246 PIA. Almost only with TUIM, OYUIN (Diet. 289b). 

“ to (hand of...) ” III 214.1, A l 113, A 2 26 (Diet. 427b). 

“ 7upo<; ”, Wess. 18 143a 25ff. Diet. 685a (also in Besa; cf. (€)2N-, spec. obs. 3). 
“ towards (the face of...) ”, rare, usually with €20YN A 1 465 (Diet. 649). 
44 on, upon, over, against ”, III 40.8, Ch. 198.34f. (Diet. 757-8). 
“without”. III 42.5, IV 113.16, A 2 519 (Diet. 25-6). 

“about, because of..., for the sake of...”. Miss. 279, III 108.19f. 


51 Compare the cohesive zeroing of the non-rectional modifier in a * Ku> cboa -> kuj ’ cotext pattern (see §3.1.1.1.0.1 for exx.); 
cf. Steinitz 1969:15ff. 

52 Shisha-Halevy 1972, first chapter. 

53 ibid.. Introduction, Chapter 3. 

“ Ibid. §§1.4.1-3. 
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MN-/NMMA- 

“with, and-”, III 219.24, Ch. 136.5. 

N-/MMO- 

“ in relation to, in, with, direct object etc. ”, III 108.19f., IV 1.5 (spec. obs. 1). 

N-/NA- 

“to, for”, III 173.25, Ch. 131.23f. 

(M)nB(0)A~, NBAAA- 

“ outside of, beside ” (exx. in Diet. 33-4). 

NNAZPN-/NNAZPA- 

“in the presence of..., before”, Wess. 9 119a 19f., Ill 54.19. 

MCA" /NOD — 

“after, behind, beyond”, Ch. 127.45f., ///219.12. 

MHNCA - /MNNCUI — 

“after”, P 130* 104 PKr, Ch. 134.37ff., A 1 13. 

NTH - /HTOOT m 

“ with, in the hand of... ”, IF 123 (apud Diet. 523b), III 145.1 (Diet. 427-8). 

OYBC-/OYBH- 

“against, opposite”. III 159.11, Ch. 120.42f., 197.23f. 

(OYT€-)/OYTUI^ 

“ between, among ”, Ch. 146.33ff. 

»A-/»APO« 

“(up) to, until, towards”, IV 33.18, ^4 7 16. 

2A-/2APO- 

“ under, on behalf of, for ”, Wess. 9 155b 5, Mm. 100. 

2A€I AT — 

“ under the observation of”, P 130 4 59 ro. 

(2APN-)/2APIU- 

“ under the mouth of..., before ”, Ch. 157.55ff., Rossi 2/3 54, A 2 166 (Diet. 
289-290). 

ZAPAT- 

“ under foot of... ”, A 2 299 (Diet. 303b). 

2A(2)TN-/2A(2)TH- 

“under (hand of...), with, among”, III 27.16, 150.14, 157 passim, IV 62 
passim (Diet. 428b). 

2I/2IUIIU— 

“ on, in, at ” III 213 passim, Ch. 174.3f. 

2IPH-/2IPUI- 

“ at, upon (mouth/door of... ) ”, III 118.3, Rossi 2/3 51, IF 307 (apud Diet. 
290a) (Diet. 290a). 

2ITN - / (2ITOOT — ) 

“ by, through ”, III 24.22, 196.20 (Diet. 428-9). 

ZITOYN-/ZITOYUI- 

“ beside, next ”, A 2 52, IV 120.19 (Diet. 444b). 

2IXN-/2I AUI«* 

“ (up)on ”, Wess. 9 141a 28, Ch. 18.26f. (Diet. 758-9). 

(e)ZHT- 

“ of” with P-20T€ IV 156.19, K 9294, Mm. 177, Ch. 151.20, Mich. 158 14a. 

2N-/H2HT- 

“ in, at, with, etc. ”, Ch. 110.16, IV 7.1 ; “ to ” — sp. obs. 3 2M-. 

(2) prepositions (of Greek origin and/or with no presuffixal allomorph ); modifiers 

ANTI- 

§1.3.11.5 

AYUI 

§1.3.10 

€N€2 

§1.3.6 

€TI 

§1.3.11.6 

€IC- 

“for” (temporally). III 89.10, 218-9, IV 172.6, P 130 s 79 A: ... 6 IC 20 Y 0 €C€ 
HP0Hn€ -HJJM# 2NN€YAIT€AION (Diet. 85b). 

KAN 

§1.3.11.6 

XUIPIC 

§1.3.11.5 

KATA(PO-)- 

§1.3.11.5 

MCXPI- 

§1.3.11 

NOY€«l- 

“ without ”, IV 91.20 (Diet. 502a). 

NAM€ 

§1.3.5.1 

nAAIN 

§1.3.11.3 

nAPA(PO^)- 

§1.3.11.5 

npoc- 

§1.3.11.5 

TAXY 

§1.3.11.4 

T€MOY 

§1.3.4 

TUIN 

“ where/whence ? ”, see Ch. 2, esp. §2.2 (e.g. A I 33). 
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TUJNOY, etc. 

“»ATH- 

20TAN 

(2)OTI A£ X€- 
2 U)C 

20C0N, EN20C0N 
X£- 

XIN- 

noun + noun 
(reiterated noun) 
0-noun 


§1.3.9 

“ except ”, P 130* 133 TK0 (Diet. 593). 

§1.3.11.6 
A 2 338. 

§1.3.11.5 

§1.3.11.6 

conjunctional, explicative, gerundial (“saying”) etc., Ill 81.24f., If 'ess. 9 
126b 3ff., Ch. 116.18ff., 143.34f. 

“ since ”, 111 218.9, IV 39.27f. (Diet. 772-3). 

§1.3.3 

§1.3.2 


(3) expandable modifiers (cf. §1.1.2.4) 


€BOA 


“ out ”, IV 98.4 (Diet. 34). 

€rU20Y 


“ back ”, A I 24 (Diet. 284b). 

enecHT 


“ down ” Ryl. 70 CNB (Diet. 60a). 

€6H 


“ to the front, forwards ”, Mun. 91 (Diet. 641a). 

€20 YN 


“ in(side) ”, III 115.21 (Diet. 685-7). 

€2PAI t 


“ up ”, A 2 113, 234 (MOY2 “ fill ”) (Diet. 698-9, spec. obs. 

€2PAI 2 


“ down ", IV 59.3, A 1 404 (the setting sun) (Diet. 700, sp< 

€BOA 

€-/€PO- 

bku 180 (rmiume). 


€XW- 

RE 10 161a 2. 


N-/MM0- 

Ill 118.29, Wess. 9 108a 16ff. 


HTM- 

IF 123 (apud Diet. 523b). 


0YT6-/0YTUJ 

Ch. 145.39f., Mun. 103, P 130* 92 ns, 130« 120 KZ, A 2 109. 


2A- 

IV 101.16. 


2APUJ- 

Ch. 135.30f. 


2HT-x 

P 130 s 37 vo (4UJ»T) (prenom. 2HTM N- 130* 44 PIA). 


(2l’)2IUIUI«x 

Wess. 9 171b 8. 


2ITH“/2ITOOTxi 

IV 204.13, Ch. Ill.48f. 


2IXH-/2IXUixi 

A 1 452, A 2 336 (TUiOYN), IV 49.16, Ch. 116.2f. 


2N-/M2HT- 

Ill 162.10, IV 19.15. 


MMAY 

IV 121.6. 


TUIN 

see §2.6.3 


A€- 

IV 21.7, P 130 4 100 vo. 

(N)CABOA 


IV 152.22 


MMOxi 

IV 74.23. 

9ABOA 


Z 246 ns. 

21 BOA 


A 2 26, Ch. 162.8f. 


2 ) 


€-/epo- 

C2PH-/C2PA- 

M- 


€20YN 


IV 24.4f., 6.10ff. 

Ch. 13.45f., K 9345, IV 116.l9f. 
IV 63.2. 
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OYTUJ- 

Ch. 90.5f. 


2N- 

A 2 304 (COOY2), P 130* 103 PKB, Mun. 177 (“hit”) (sp. obs. 3). 


»A- 

Ch. 23.25. 

N20YN 

2A- 

P 130 1 141 TH© (“hit”). 

IV 98.6f. 


2N“/N2HT- 

Ill 142.25f. 


N- 

IV 98.6f. 

CA20YN 


A 1 381. 

»A20YN 

€“ 

A 2 380, IV 41.24. 

2I20YN 


A 2 26. 


MMO- 

IV 155.3. 

€2PAI 

€“/l€PO- 

IV 24.13f., Wess. 9 154a 14f. 

41 1%f% H 

up , 

CTOOT- 

IV 20.22. 

“ down ” 

CAN-/CAUJ- 

IV 67.18, 200.6. 

r up + 

NMMA^ 

IV 11.15f., P 131® 58 IZ (MUIH). 

down ” ?) 

2A- 

Z 247 PKZ, P 130 4 128 TM© (CMM€). 


2A2TN” 

Ill 27.15f. 


21“ 

IV 98.2. 


2N“ 

Ryl. 67 TMS, P 130 4 93 PMA. 


TUIN 

A 2 513. 


OYTUJ- 

IF 163 (apud Diet. 495a). 

(N)2PAI 

21“ 

P 130* 126 AO. 


2N-/N2HT- 

Ill 156 passim, IV 204.16, III 193.18. 

CAN 2 PC 


“ above ”, Ench. 57b (Diet. 700). 

2I2P6 


“ up ”, A i 150 (Diet. 700a). 

ufAZPAI 

€“ 

Ill 142.8. 

C0H 

MHO- 

IV 95.16. 

NCA6H 


IV 113.1. 

2A0H 


IV 48.10. 

2I0H 


IV 40.13. 

212H 

MHO- 

IV 95.20. 


81.1.2.1 


(C) Special observations: (1) N-/MMO- (see §§i.0.1, 1.1.1, 1.3.1 and passim ). I consider the 

question of material identity subordinate to that of structural (i.e. functional) identity, which is determined 

by the slot occupied in the valency matrix and by commutability. Occasional analytic perplexities may 

0 1 0 1 

arise (gen. obs. 3): P-hmccyc n- or P-fiM€€Y€ N- (adnominal N-; p-n€HM€€Y€ corroborates the second al¬ 
ternative.) 

(2) €2PAI in a well-known syncretism; a phonological merger has caused two distinct Egyptian 
“ prepositional adverbs ” 65 (“ up ”, r-hry and “ down ”, r-hry) to merge in Sahidic Coptic into a single 


M Edel 1959:18. 


81.1.2.1 


Chapter 1. Patterning of Modifiers 


AnOr. 53 


entity “ up or down ”, “ incliningly, slopingly ”. This at least is the communis opinio It remains 
to be seen whether the “ up/down ” distinctive feature — the functional burden — is situated in the verba! 
nucleus (or perhaps in its context), or whether this opposition is neutralized, for any given combination 
of 4 lexeme + €2PAl + preposition in favour of one or the other sense: kui 62PAI meaning “ lay down ”, 
€1 € 2 PAI €- “descend” only, AA€ 62PAI (/// 99.1, [taao] IV 156.3) “ascend, go up”, and so on: 
consider (III 107.1, 111.2, Miss. 283) €1 €2PAl €- “ fall down into ”, (A 2 192) €l €2PA| 2N- “ sprout up 
from”, (A 1 97) -TAAM 62PAI €N€HOYUJ» MflONHPON “deliver (down) to”, (IV 24.16) 2UIM €2PAI €AN- 
“ trample, tread down ”, (ibid. 13f.) -NOAOY €2PAl 6T1KUJ2T “ down to ”, (Ch. 60) (of the sun) 61/NHY €2- 
PAi “ rise ”, bujk/na €2PAi “ set ”, and so on. It may well be that one of the two senses — €2PAI “ down ”? 
— is unmarked environmentally, while the other is so marked; this must be settled by corpus-based in¬ 
vestigation. May cases of “ doubt ” (Dictionary 698b) really be cases of indifference? Consider (III 
210.18) necicurre 62PAI 2API2APOC, (IV 64.6) HOK2 €2pai €*h-, (ibid. 55.20f.) oyuub 62PAI €“ etc., where 
the direction is immaterial. 

(3) (€20YN) 2N- “ into ”, pron. €20YN €2PA- (Dictionary 684b, Polotsky 1939:113 = CP 377, Lay- 
ton 1981:244f.): (A / 202) HC€+ €20YN 2Mn€N20/ (P 131 1 139 TMS) +-AAC €20YN 2Mn20/€20YN €2PAY; also 
SMATK €2PAl 2N“ (Z 247 PIB), BUIK 6BOA/2N- (P 130 2 24 *N€; of viper’s venom: “ into body ”), ^AYHIIBC 
MI1AIKAION 2HnAIN60NC AYUJ nTBBO 2MI1AUJ2M (P 130 4 104 PKI"). BUIK €20YN N2HT- (P 130 s 16 vo) seems 
to indicate a complete merging of this compound preposition with 2N-/N2HT-* “ in ” (Akhm. 2€N- vs. 
2€N-). €2N- (e.g. in Besa ed. Kuhn 79 NCTNHY € 2 Mn€Y 2 HT, also common in 44 Middle Egyptian ” Coptic) 
is € + the same. 


1X2.2 Premodifiers. Adclausal (adpattern) modi hers 


(A) General observations: (I) Above (§1.1.2.0.1) the point was made that the modifier preced¬ 
ing the predicative pattern 57 or opening the clause is not adjunctal, but presets or predetermines the cir¬ 
cumstances or attitude in/under which the predication is to be understood as valid. It thus realizes 
an option for a specific staging or structuring of the information given in the clause, related to the option 
of topic-comment arrangement. Postadjunctive modification has a broader potential of paradigmatic/ 
syntagmatic extent (embodying as it does the valency matrix, rection and complementation) than pre¬ 
modification. Particularly significant is the absence in the case of pre- or adclausal modification of the 
opposition between rection and complementation, so crucial in postadjunctive modification. Paradig- 
matically speaking, the premodifier (insofar as it is opposed to a corresponding postadjunctive homonym) 
realizes a marked option in a binary category of placement. Syntagmatically, it is different in that 
it is free of matricial structuring. There seems to be a restriction on the number of premodifiers to any 
single clause, these being much fewer than the number of possible postadjunctive modifiers, and usually 
not exceeding three or four premodifiers to a clause. 

(2) Premodifiers relate to the content of the entire clause. The degree of their integration with it 
may vary, it is also related to their macro-syntactic standing M . It is difficult to estimate this degree (in 
all probability, on a gradient scale). Prosodically, premodifiers are more autonomous syntactically 


* Cerny 1976:291 f. 

67 See §3.3 for the lexeme/stative modifiers. 

M See §7.3.1 for # modifier 4- conjunctive# syntagms; §§1.3.11 passim for the premodifier-ze-clausc integration type. It 
is interesting to note that the variant -OC of -U»C Greek-origin modifiers is much more prevalent in postadjunctive position, which is 
apparently sufficiently characterizing, than in premodifier status. Note too the Nitrian Bohairic distinction of # KAAUJC- vs. -NKA- 
AUJC#. For N- with Greek-origin modifiers, see Crum 1926, I 25 If. (n. 8), Kahle 1954:104. 
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than postadjuncts, since they usually constitute independent cola and may be disjoined by enclitics 
from the body of the clause 

(3) Criteria for identifying adclausal elements proposed for a modem language 60 , such as their 
eligibility as foci of negation, of interrogation, of information, are only in part applicable to Coptic, a 
dead language. The focalizability test, for instance, shows that there is a subdivision of unfocalizable 
premodifiers, but most share a potential focal status with the postadjuncts (see §§2.4-6). Indeed, I find 
more essential the distinction between the non-focal — in relation to the rest of the clause, topical — pre¬ 
posed modifier on the one hand and the focalized one on the other. 

(4) Here too, one must consider verb forms sharing in the modifier paradigm: the circumstantial 
(e.g. Ch. 110.26ff., IV 187.6ff.), coeventive (2MnTP€M-, e.g. Ill 58.21f., IV 128.4ff.), posteventive (mnnca- 
TPe*-, e.g. Ill 133.24 ff.), precursive (NT6PCH-, in Unmarked placement; e.g. Ill 24.7f., IV 206.Iff.) 61 , 
conditional forms and syntagms ((20TAN/KAN) €M«IAN-, €Wum€, €WX€~, €N€-). The augential modifiers 
(Chapter 6) are absent in this paradigm. 

(B) Constituency: Only the most common premodifiers are here presented (premodification being 
an open option, exhaustivity is precluded in this case, in which more and more members are added as one 
comes across them). Those premodifiers for which placement opposition is rare or absent are marked 
with an asterisk. 


N- 

*A- 

2N” 

€TB€- 

AAN- 

2ITN- 

*Eri2A€ 

AIN” 

2PAI 2N" 

€BOA 2N” 

€IC“ 

MNNCA- 

NNA2PN- 

NAM€ 

T€NOY 

*AYUJ 

Q-noun 


NT€I2€ §1.3.1.2, NO€ N” III 112.16, N20Y0 §l.3.1.3, NHJOPn III 55.15, N0Y06HSI NIM IV 99.16, 
MnoOY Teza 683. 

2JA2PAI €" A / 171. 

Ill 73.10ff., 2N0YM6 (§1.3.5.2). 

Wess. 9 141a 25ff., €TB€-X€- A 2 334. 

44 without ”, A 2 245f., Wess. 18 97b 9ff. 

Ill 113.12. 

§1.3.7, EfiMA H” Young passim, 62PAI €- III 88 .8, cnxiNAH §1.3.7.3. 

XINT620Y6IT6 P 130 4 139 TO, XIN6N62 §1.3.6. 

Ill 73.9f., IV 99.16. 

P 130 4 129 H€, IV 36.21. 

Ch. 173.56ff. 

P 130 4 111 ♦Nr-A. 

P 130* 37 ro NNA2PHTN “ISie... 

§I.3.5.1 

§1.3.4 

§1.3.10 

§1.3.2; esp. con in 2A2 Neon, con — con — , etc. 


Greek-origin premodifiers (§§1.3.11 passim): ANTI- (esp. in ANTITPCM”, AH-, a favourite Shenoutean figure, 
e.g. A 2 7-8, XUIPIC-, KATA”, 2UIC”, *HAAICTA, *MAAAON, *OY I40N0N, ♦nAAIN ON, 6KMCP0YC, *KAN, *MOnC, 
GTI, *nAHN, CX6AON, ♦TAXA, 


“ See Ch. 6, esp. §6.0.3. This is also borne out by punctuation (e.g. Ch. 53.13, 56.28, 163.12; 21.2, 36.22, 113.50; 115.38; 
120.10; 141.21 etc.). Compare too Shisha-Halevy 1975:483 b.4, c.3,4. 

80 Greenbaum 1969, esp. 24f., Il9f„ 230f. 

81 For extensive documentation and a discussion, see Shisha-Halevy 1972 §§1.1.1, 1.4.1.1.2, 1.4.1.2.2., 1.4.2.1. 
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(C) Special observations: (1) 2 N: ‘ 2N-OY -f- infinitive \ only in Shenoute’s infrequent (Biblicizing) 
use of the so-called tautological infinitive, the syntagm used in certain languages to focalize (by topi- 
calizing + focalizing) a verb lexeme: see Goldenberg 1971 (a penetrating and detailed, language-specific 
as well as typological-comparative study of these constructions). 1 consider the Coptic construction 
borrowed; for the authentic, stylistically neutral Coptic means of verb focalization (the autofocal Second 
Tense) see §2.1. Some exx. for the Shenoutean tautological infinitive: (P 130*42 ph) mh 2N0YPA9E NCE- 

NAPAUJE AN / (P 130 4 110 ♦NB) ZNOYAniO MAPN&fllO NNENEPHY / (A 2 49) ...AEKAC 2UJUIN 2N2APE2 NIM EN“ 
NA2APC2 €H€N2HT / (ibid. 380) 2NOYEI KNHY. Also III 183.4, 188.6, IV 121.4f. (and cf. — post-adjunctively — 
A I 274, Wess . 9 90b Iff., 156c 7ff.). Outside certain stereotyped expressions, 2PAI 2N- seems to be 
the premodifier alternant of 2N-. 

(2) Premodifiers of Greek origin are here statistically more weighty than in the post-adjunctive con¬ 
stituency — many are exclusively premodifiers, with no placement opposition. It would seem that Greek 
supplies here real conjuncts and disjuncts (in the terminology of Greenbaum 1969), in which the Egyptian 
stock of Coptic is very meagre. (The similarity to the particle situation is striking, if indeed particles 
too are not to be taken as premodifiers.) 

1.1.2.3 Modifiers in a nominal sentence •* 

(A) General observation: Since here too one encounters a placement distinction, the question 
must be asked whether the same functional differentiation in evidence with verbal predications is valid 
in nominal-predication patterns which have their own specific, relatively rigid prosodic structure (cf. 
§6.0.3.3; 6 note 36). This structure must be considered a possible factor motivating the placement of 
modifiers. Initially, we note here three placements: 

(a) post-predicate (adjunctal, adlexemic?): 2ENATNOYTE ♦ANEPON NE (A 2 485); 

(b) pattern-final (adclausal?) 63 : OY nc +PHNH N2€NPUJM€ NNA2PMriNOYT€ (III 75.10): 

(c) prepattern (adclausal?) — premodifier: NAME nEMHi n€ T6KKAHCIA (A 2 332). 

These possibilities, observable for example in the bimembral # predicate-^) # pattern M , must yet be 
empirically evaluated by reference to syntactic and prosodic motivating factors (for instance, extensive 
adlexemic modification is usually pattern-final; contrast (Wess. 9 117a 10 ff.) OY €PON nE or (Ench. 87a) 
2ENEBOA nzhtn AN N€ with (Leyd. 347) 2ENEBOA NE zwnEHCUJMA etoyaab. This leaves us, at least in theory, 
with the simplified binary opposition of post-predicate + pattern-final vs. prepattem. See also §6.0.3.4 
for the polar placement conditioning of certain modifiers; some (NA**, NAME, augentia) occur only as 
colon-second, i.e. in post-predicate placement. In one pattern, post-predicate and pattern-final placements 
coalesce: (IV 102.16) ...eanon-2ENPM2E eboa 2NTMNT2M2AA noyah / (Leyd. 348) anon-oycujma noyutt 
ZMflEXC More precisely, we note six different cases: 

(1) # predicate + {nE} (nominal subject) “ non-extensive ” modification: (a), (b), (c) 

“extensive” modification: (b), (c) 


11 Callender (1970:98-110) discusses, with ample illustration, the subeategorization and semasiological compatibility of 
44 adverbials ” with Nominal-Sentence patterns. He does not enter placement issues (see also ibid. 134-143 and Callender 
1973b:196). 

M The modifier following the pronominal subject or the apposite lexical (or demonstrative) one. I do not include here cases 
of the modification of a verb syntagm in position (a): {IV 21.16f.) oyujnc CMHHN €BOA n€. 

M Sethe 19!6:§§95-99, 107-9, cf. also 131-3; Polotsky 1962:426f. (= CP 431f.); Callender 1970 Ch. HI passim. 
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(2) # pronominal subject -► nom. predicate # (b), (c) 

(3) # subject + n€ + nom. predicate # 66 (see spec. obs. below): (a) (pattern-second, here post-sub- 
ject), (b), (c) 

(4) Focal modifiers, marked or unmarked as such in their construction: (West. 9 142d 22ff.) 2CN- 
XPCICTIANOC 2N0Y N€: these are left out of the present discussion (see §2.7.3.3). 

(5) Basically different is the nominal-focus Cleft Sentence, where a premodifier may precede the verbal 
glose (theme) constituent: (III 55.15f.) ntooy NBOPn ncntaymcctuih. 

(6) A distinct Wechselsatz Nominal Sentence pattern (“ balanced construction ”), where the two (pro)- 
nominal terms — lexically identical or related — are symmetrically reversible and (as regards thematic 
structure) of equal rank, i.e. subject/predicate altematingly. On this pattern, more syntactic and 
prosodic information is still needed (see Ch. 6, n. 37 below). Consider (A 2 2) NCHMCAOC N€ nctn- 
M€AOC CKMCPOYC / (Ch. 59.3Iff.) nail HTflE n£ n»l MF1KA2, cf. (Miss. 281) N0€ MnCTNKOTK CHI1A2T 
CAMnCMZO CMKAA-nAT CHXUJ MMOC XC-CHSIAHA T6 0€ MnCTNKOTK... 

(B) Constituencies: the most common or notable modifiers are here included, all of category (1) 

above. An asterisk marks those modifiers for which placement opposition is neutralized or reduced. 


Position (a): 

*NA- w 
*MMO- 

*N- 


•6PO- 
* NNA2PA- 

N20Y0 

NAME, AAHOUtC 


♦ANCPON 

KATA- 

TCNOY 

Position (b): 
N-“ 

*N- “for” 
2N- 

* 2IAN- 


(A 1 102) OY»in€ NAI nc. 

(Ch. 117.19f.) T€I2€ mmooy T€; cf. the difficult common formula in the Bruce 
Codex ‘ n€iPAN mmooy n€ '. 

(A 2 21-2) NTOH NCAH n€ AYUI NTOH MnOOY fit AYUI NTOH ON MMHNC compare 

with Ch. 63-4, which finishes with ntoh nc noyocis nim, i.e. pos. (b). 

(Wess. 9 117a lOf., 147d 28f.) OY £PO<* nc / (A 2 464) TANATKH CPOl TC 
(III 203.8) 2CNBOTC NNA2P6 M6 / (P 130* 141 vo) OYnONHPON NNA2PAM n€ 
(sim. 2€NnoNHPON A 2 512). 

(§1.3.1.3) (III 19.2) OYATAOON N20Y0 n£. 

(§§1.3.5.1, 1.3.11.1.2) (RE II 16a 17) zcnebihn name nc / (Wess. 9 144c 4f.) 

NTOOY NAME NC / (A 2 402) 0Y20TC TAP AAHOUJC n€ / (Ryl. 67 TNS) OYKAKO" 
AAIMIUN AAHOUJC ne nPUJMC. 

(A 2 485) 2CNATNOYTC OANCPON NC. 

(Ryl. 67 THS) OYPUJMC MEN KATAOIKUJN MnNOYTC n€ nPUJME. 

(§1.3.4) (IV 20.10) OY TCNOY TC TCXPCIA... 


(Ch. 64.Iff.) NTOH nC NOYOCIS NIM. 

(IV 92.22f.) 2€NnONHPON NE NNCTNAAMCAEI. 

(Ill 222.8) 2CNPMMAO NC 2MnNOYT£ / (P 130 4 58 IA) 2CNATNOBC ON NC AYUJ 
2CNXPHCTOC TAP NC 2NNCY2BHYC THPOY. 

(Ill 190.18) OYCOAN nE ZIANTAnE MnPUJMC NAIKAIOC. 


u Polotsky ibid.. Callender 1970 Ch. Ill passim, (Sethe 191 6 :§§60-62, 64-66). 

“ Polotsky I962:426f. (= CP 431f.), Callender 1970 Chs. I, II passim, (Sethe 1916:§§!35, 143-4). 
” Cf. Polotsky 1961:313 (= CP 417). 

“ Here belongs Met in (III 118.5f.) oyaikaioc nc n«€ nnehtaynkotk. 
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* NNA2PN- 


«JIA- 

KATA* 


•€TP€- 

*€rTTHPH 

*£2PAI 6AN-, *€BOA 2N- 

*A€- 

T€NOY 

NAME 

♦ANEPON 


( Ch . 117.49ff.) 2EN0Y TAP NE NNA2PN- / (P 130 4 139 ro) OY 2 ID UN N£ NEIMNTA- 
CEBHC NNAZPNTArAflH... 

(IV 21.17) OYMKA2 N2HT nE SATCYNTEAEIA. 

(/// 22.12f. 16) noYEiurr an nE katatazic, noYCON nE katacapz / {ibid. 59.22f.) 

0 Y002E NECOOY TE KATAflSIA&E MnAOElC (also ibid. ibid. 26f., 28f.). 

{IV 29.26) MnNAY AN nE nAi etpe- (also ibid. 178.13f„ 187.9f.; see §7.4). 

(§!.3.7.2) {III 68.11) 2ENOY 2U1U1M NE EriTHPH. 

(A 2 32) 2£N2An NE NE ISAAC E2PAI EAUIN / {III 89.6) 2EN200Y NE EBOA 2N~ 
2EN200Y. 

{Ill 107.23f.) ANON-NIM H 2ENOY NE NENSI AE~£MNATPENIMHHS€ COYUINN. 
(§1.3.4; see spec, obs.) {A I 293) TAl TE dE tenoy ayuj SAENE2. 

(§1.3.5.1) {III 95.23f.) OYTAMOC nE nAI NAME / (A 1 305) OYHI TAP n£ NAME 

2ITUIBE 2IUJNE. 

{P 130 4 125 AZ) 2ENATNOYTE NE ♦ANEPON. 


Position (c): 

•ayuj 

*ONTUIC 

•flANTUJC 

*20MIUC 

*20M0IIUC 

*MAAAON, MAAICTA 

•eti 

ETBEnAI 

KATA" 

*TENOY re¬ 
name, AAHOUIC 


(§1.3.10) 

(§1.3.11.1.6, e.g. Ill 40.9f.). 

(§1.3.11.1.5, e.g. Ch. 59.3Iff.). 

(§1.2.11.1.4, e.g. Ch. 80.15ff.). 

(§1.3.11.1.4, e.g. A 2 464). 

(§1.3.11.2.1.4, e.g. A 2 510-511). 

(§1.3.11.6, e.g. Ill 89.6). 

{Ill 74.14) ETBEnAI nKAIPOC nE... 

{Cat. 42.2If.) KATAOYOIKONOMIA MEH TEHMAAY TE, KATATMNTNOYTE A£ ET" 
AOCE TEH2M2AA TE. 

(§1.3.4, e.g. HI 77.4). 

(§§1.3.5.1, 1.3.11.2) (A 2 332) NAME nEHHl nE TEKKAHCIA / (ibid. 371) nEK- 
noyte NAME ETEOYNOYTE AN nE “ your god, who is not truly a god ” / (III 
114.12) AAH6UJC OYArAOON ON nE nAI. 


(C) Special observations: (l) Appraising the data by reference to opposition/function/modifier, 
we arrive at the following statements: 

Position (a) neutralizes adnominal and adclausal modification s ®. 

Position (b) is adclausal. Insofar as it is pertinent, it is relatively rare. 

Position (c) is the placement of a premodifier. 

(2) The “ trimembral ” pattern # subject -\- copula (nE) + nom. predicate # is prosodically dif¬ 
ferent from the bimembral # predicate + {nE} + (lex. subject) #: Ch. 6 footn. 37. The modifier-place¬ 
ment situation is quite different in this case, and in the post-subject position we find a paradigmaticaily 
and syntagmatically more extensive constituency: (A 2 76) n«JUW NT€*YXH N2€NPUIH€ 6YAPX6I MHNCTOY- 
APX6I HHOOY ne XOOC A€- / (ibid. 364) APA flOYNOH NOY^HP€ €BOA 2NTMNTPHMA0 €HTAn€H€IUTT TAAC 
MAH n€ 0Y200Y / (IV 51. 6f.) F 1 NAY ntuk>yn NT€Y“JH 6P-2UIB €POH n€ FiAKOOY . Rarely, one finds similarly 


** On the functional yield of the placement of circumstantial forms adnominal to a predicate in the bimembral pattern 
(placement that may be prosodically conditioned or neutralized), see Shisha-Halevy 1972:100-105 (§2.1.2.3) and 1976a:34. 
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“ loose ” junctural conditions even in the bimembral pattern, in circumstances as yet obscure: (A 2 304) 
2 €N9HP€ 9HM AM €MnATOYCOYN-TM€ N€ N€TN€IP€ NHAI NAY. However, this may be an instance of the 
distinct “ Wechselsatz ” pattern, the junctural contour of which is similar to that of the trimembral 
Nominal Sentence, see (a) (6) above. 

(3) The placement of mmazpn- (also of 2IXN-, and other prep, phrases?) may also be regulated by 
prosodic weight: presuffixally, these occur in pos. (a); prenominally — esp. before a further expanded 
noun — in pos. (b). We need more exx. to establish this mechanism beyond doubt. 

(4) T€NOY in position (b) (§1.3.4) may represent the intercolary , conditioned placement of this modifier/ 
particle (TAi-T€-e€ “ thus ” being taken as a single colon). 

1.1.2.4.1 Modifiers as nuclei: modifiers modified 70 . Prominent here are the three cardinal 
directional-motional modifier syntagms (€)BOA, (€)20YN, (€)2PAl, which are expansible by an impressive 
list of prepositions (see the inventory and spec, observations in §1.1.2.1), thereby constituting the intricate, 
subtle system of spatial-relational orientation so typical of Coptic. These systematized complexes apart, 
I have noted the following modifiers expanding others: 

N20Y0 “rather, even (more)”: ( III 222.4) KAAWC M20Y0 / premodifying in (/// 126.23f.) 2NN€I0Y0€I9 
T€NOY, N20Y0 A€ 2NN€OYO€l«J N2A€ / (A t II) N200Y HIM, N20Y0 A€ 2NNCABBATON / (ibid. 39) €BOA 2ITOOTE... 
N20Y0 A€ 6BOA 2ITOOTN. 

MMAT€ “only”: (IV 24.6f.) 2MI1CYAAC MMATC AYUJ 2Mn€Y2HT AN. 

€MAT€ “ very ”: (P 130 4 139 ro) KAAUJC 04 AT€. 

MAAAOM, MAAICTA “especially”: (/// 77.19) 2MR6200Y... MAAAON A€ 2NT€Y«JH / (IV 78.7f.) N2A2 NCOfl 
MAAICTA MnNAY €TNNA«JUJN€. 

ZAnAUJC “simply”: (A 1 204, IV 196.3, Ch. 162.4f. etc.). 

Add also the following cases, in my opinion of modification rather than rection: XUJPIC (+ circumstantial) 
(IV 108.8), KAN (+ conditional!circumstantial) (passim, e.g. Ill 19.28, 22.9, 40.16, 19ff.), €TI (+ circum¬ 
stantial) (77/ 210.23, IV 191.12). zomoiuic (§1.3.11.1.4) and OY monon (§1.3.11.2.1) are likely candidates 
for the modifier-premodifier role. 

1.1.2.4.2 Modifiers coordinated/disjoined. Coordination and disjunction in Coptic, even for 
the simpler, more obvious word classes, are far from clear and matter-of-fact constructions. The most 
acute issue here is the exact status of AYUI (§1.3.10) and H and their relation to -0- and other elements 
like OYA6 and €IT€. AYUJ (ON) and H (NTOM) are used to coordinate/disjoin modifiers: (III 181.4) 2Mn€OYO€IHJ 
T6NOY AYUJ ON 2Mn€0Y0€l9 N2A€ j (P 130*59 0) Q40Y AYUJ EUJN2 / (Ch. 32.19ff.) €BOA 2NTfl€ AYUJ €BOA 2NT€- 
CTPATIA... / (IF 88 apud Dictionary 236b) €BOA MMOOY H 2IXUJOY / (III 130.3f.) 2NOYMNTTYPANNOC H NTOH 
2NOYMNTAIKAIOC / (P 130* 63 OZ) 2A2THN H 2A2TNTHYTN. So are OYA€ and €IT€ -€IT€: (A 2 519) 6&UJI 
(“ without me ”) OYA€ 2APOK MAYAAK / (III 116.16f.) €IT€ 2Mn€NCUJOY2 620YN €IT€ 2NN€niCTOAH / (P 130* 

70 Although in a general sense — with reference to the semantics of the interrelationship between €BOA 2N- and 2H-, 
620YN €- and €- (etc.) — the nuclear modifier may be taken as “ precising ” or even “ reinforcing ” the preposition (so Dic- 
tionary , passim; cf. Stern §516, p. 340) — this being a case of the “ semasiological nucleus” (see §4.2), the preposition does 
not coincide with the grammatical nucleus, the modifier. I have no doubt that the modifier here is nuclear, in a syntactic 
sense. Some prepositions (e.g. OYT€“, €2PN-) are rare in Shenoute and are analytically ” renewed ”, replaced by expanded modifiers 
(€boa OYT€-, 620yn €2PN“). In certain references, too, prepositions are replaced by ‘ modifier—preposition' syntagms: 2N- 
“ from” (see n. 96) by €BOA 2N-, 21- “from” by €80A 2I-, €- “ against ” by €20YN €-, 2N- “ into ” by 620YN 2N-, €XN- “on¬ 
to ” by C2PAI €XN- and so on. Needless to say, this system deserves a thorough structural monographic treatment, isolating 
semasiological ranges as well as grammatical distribution. For the theoretical background, cf. Karcevskij 1936:110, Tesni£re 
1965:127ff., Jacobson 1964:36, Pinkster 1972:108ff. 
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62 0€) €IT€ 2NT€2P€ €IT€ 2N0BCUI €IT€ 2Mn€Y«iuiN€. Modifier coordination by means of mn- is extremely 
rare in Shenoutean Sahidic: (IV 120.12f.) 620YN ZNNCNCYNArurH... MN-2PAI 2Mrrronoc Mn€H€iurr is a special 
case, with riMA appositive to the modifiers. Iteration of the same modifier may be interpreted as an ex¬ 
pressive case of zero-marked coordination, favoured by Shenoutean style: 20AUIC 20Atuc (III 138.23, IV 
75.25), €MAT€ €MAT€ (A 2 87, 301), HHHN6 MMHN6 (often AYUJ MMHN€ MMHN€, III 77.l9f., IV 66.15, 69.1f., 
205.18, A 1 285, Ench. 85a): this is an “ insistence ” emphasizing procedure 71 , used only with a small 
subgroup of modifiers. Another idiomatic and typical construction employs the copulative (MN-) NMMA-, 
mainly to add another pronominal rectum to a usually 1 prep . + pronoun ’ prepositional phrase 71 : (Ch. 
27.24) 2APUIK NMMAY / (III 184.2If., BM 209 AO) €POl NMMHTM / (ibid. 211.11) mmooy NMMAH / (Leyd. 302) 
oytuitn nmmay / ( Wess. 9 112a 4f.) 6TBHHT NMM€ / (Ch. 147.14f.) €HAO€ic nmmac, but also with an additional 
nominal rectum to a 4 prep. + pronoun ’ phrase: (HI 191.31) NMMAY MNflNOYT€ (MN- in two different iden¬ 
tities) / (Wess. 18 97b 9ff.) AAHTK MNfl€KnNA / ( Wess. 9 146a 1 ff., lOff.) neOOY NAK MNO€K“IHP€* 

1.2 The predicative modifier 

In the following paragraphs, we consider a set of patterns in which the modifier is not adjunctal, 
but is in a nexal relationship with a pronoun/noun-syntagm constituent. These patterns do not all form 
a paradigm 73 : the two major ones are selected by the predicated modifier, that is to say, are in comple¬ 
mentary distribution, constituting together one 44 arch-pattern ” of modifier predication. 

1.2.1.1 The bipartite pattern: noun syntagm/prefixed pers. pronoun -► modifier 74 

(A) General observation: In this pattern we must distinguish two sub-patterns: 

(1) subject (theme): [fl-} determinator pronoun (+ noun lexeme)/prefixed pers. pronoun/demonstrative 
pronoun; predicate (rheme): modifier (of the inventory, below), and 

(2) subject (theme): [OY-} or 0-determinator pronoun (+noun lexeme)/indefinite pronoun/indeterminable; 
predicate (discontinuous): (affirm.) OYN — modifier, (neg.) MN — modifier 75 . Basic and converted forms 

9 

of the pattern are considered. 

(B) Constituency: 

M- Mfiooy ( A 1 379), NTDE ( A 1 245), N2PAI 2M- (///201.18), N2PAI M2HT- (A 1 119), 

N 20 YN (III 24.19f.), miiboa (Ench. 88 b), MnetMTO cboa (III 27.10), MnciMA (Ch 
162.44), Mno<2lT etc. (IV 120.15f.), NTMHT6 (Ch. 197.39f.), Hnc(K)KuiT€ (Ch. 30.12f.), 
N9€ (A I 246) etc. (open-ended list). 


’• Cf. Hoffmann !936:l04ff. 

71 Stern: 559. Compare (Ch. 63.6) noth nmmah “ours and his”. 

n Cf. Callender 1973b and 1970, Ch. VI. Certain members of his “ paradigm ” are not considered in the present discus¬ 
sion, namely, the verbal predicated 0 (N-), vuinc (N-), soon (H-). In addition to their being verbal, their selection is differently moti¬ 
vated than the lexically suppletive or complementary members of the set considered here: Callender's “mixed paradigm” is 
one of a single type — the basic unmarked predication of a modifier (see however in §1.2.1.3.1 below). 

74 Polotsky 1960a:§§5-6, 8-9, 12, 19-15; Nagel 1980:83. See now Quecke, Or 52:298ff. (1983). 

74 Polotsky 1960a:§§ 19ff., 35; Nagel 1980:77ff. I treat both subpatterns conjointly and do not attribute primacy to 
either. In superscriptions like (///26.25, IV 22.1) 2€NKOYi n»AX€ nhazpn- we do not have a Bipartite construction at all (the modifier 
belongs to the * noun -f modifier' predicate group, while the heralded text itself — a ne-substitute — is the subject). On the other 
hand,# €1C + noun syntagm -r modifier# is a deictic presentative alternant (affirmative only) of both Bipartite subpatterns: (IV 
91.11) 6IC-T6KKAHCIA TAP MtlXOCIC 2HnKA2 THPM / (ibid. I61.2f.) €tC“CA€IN 2MMA NIH 2Hf1KA2 THPM (see NaGEL 1980:80ff.). 
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ntoot- 

(III 211.4). 

MMO- 

(Ch. 148.37f., 42f., IV 96.24: see spec. obs.). 

MMAY 

“there" (Ch. 11.9f.). 

N'/NA- 

neooY ha- (IV 197.7, RE 10 160b 20 etc.), OYOEl ha- (Wess. 9 129a 1, 8f.) (see 
spec. obs.). 

(MN-)/NMHA- 

(Ill 101.6f„ IV 160.13, Ch. 53.13, 193.53f.). 

cpo- 

(Ch. 98.51f., 102.19, Rossi 2/3 58, IV 43.28, P 130* 32 AB: NX€lP0rPA*0N 
CT€POH, (see spec. obs.). 

€2PAI EXN-/EXUJ- 

very common: nCYKPlMA 62PAI EXUli (Miss. 280), nECNOH nneipuime E2PAI eamfiai 
(A l 98), neYCUia 62PAI exujoy h2IXUK>y tap (P 130* 113 PH); also P 130 s 69 vo, 
131 s 80 ro (adaptation of Act. 18:6?). 

€XN- 

(A 2 304, 346; see spec. obs.). 

2A-/2APO- 

(IV 74.12, Ch. 15.33F., P 131 s 20 Pnz). 

2APAT- 

(HI 38.10). 

2APUJ- 

(Ch. 119.1, P 131* 81 vo). 

2A(2)TN-/2A(2)TH- 

(Ill 157 passim. Ch. 106.9f., Cat. 42.39). 

2 l/- 2 iumi— 

(IV 74.7f„ Wess. 9 138a 29f., Ill 156.13), 2I20YH, 2IBOA (///31.19, 52.20, A 1 15), 
2IOYNAM, 2I2BOYP (III I4.5f.). 

2IAN-/2IAUJ- 

(Ch. 46.35ff., A 1 13, AT 924) . 

2N-/N2HT- 

(IV 86.2, III 14.4, Ch. 90.42ff., P 130 4 49 ro). 

(OYT€-)./OYTUI- 

(Miss. 234). 

OYB6-/OYBH- 

(Ch. 70.12, Mun. 102). 

(NA2PN-)/NA2PA- 

(Ch. I08.49f.). 

CA-n€CHT 

(Cairo 8007, Bert. Sitz. 430). 

MNNCA- 

(BM 253 nz). 

NCUJ- 

(IV 24.8). 

2PAI 2N- 

(A 2 175), 2PAI 2IXN-/2I JtUJ- (A 1 99, III 189.15), 2PAI OYT6-/OYTUJ- (Ch. 156.12f., 
163 apud Dictionary 495a), 2PAI 6XM- (P 130 1 37 PNZ. A 1 799). 2PAI N- (P 130 1 
126 PKS), cf. N2PAI 2N-/N2HT- (A l 191 etc.). 


(C) Special observations: (1) MMO- is used to predicate so-called “ inalienable ” possession 
(Levy-BruhPs term, see Isa^enko !954:I41ff.), and is selected by a special sub-paradigm of noun lexemes: 
(€)KIB€ (C/7. I48.37AF.), TN2 (IV 96.24, P 130 2 39 PA), An€ (A l 251), CA 44 beauty ” (K 9320), 611, OY€PHT€ 
(C/7. 87.9f. 27(T.), nAT (III 143.28), BAA (P 131 s 80 ro) and of course 60M (IV 5 i. 14f.), and possibly many 
more. This is a field which must be further investigated also in other contexts, notably that of the com¬ 
binatorics of 4 determinator -f noun 4- possessive expansion (N-/NT6-) ’ 76 . We may here have a gradient 
parameter on a scale of syntactic features converging on a given lexeme (a striking case — valency being 
another — of 44 lexemic syntax”). 


(2) Predicative N-/NA-* features in a historically interesting, if synchronically problematic pattern 


77 


OYO€i (n-) occurs in most conversions (€T€OYO€l N- Rossi 2/3 37, P 130 4 139 vo; N€OYO€l N- IV 94.24, 
Wess. 9 142d 9; €OYO€l N- [circ.J IV 4.12f.), yet cannot properly speaking be taken as an (indeterminable) 


7 * Cf. Havers 1931:892; Steinthal-Misteu 1893:292, 299. In Coptic, a “ ^-language ” as regards predication of posses¬ 
ion, the opposition oyh (nta-» - : mmo**) is one of unmarked vs. inalienable possession. On inalienable possession see also 
Ros^n, Lingua 8:264-293 (1959). 

77 Gardiner 1957:8114.1, Satzinger 1976:l98f. 
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noun, but rather as part of a composite predicate. n€OOY N- is neither convertible nor negativable (more¬ 
over, the n- determination is here not really pertinent). 

(3) €PO-: predicative only in the sense “ to one’s debit, one’s duty /responsibility ” (cf. Dictionary 
51), prenominally €POM N-, not €-. 

(4) €AN-: in three instances where the absence of OYN- with an indefinite noun may be due to 
special modulation of the utterance (idiomatic exclamation, rhetorical question) 78 : (A 2 304) mh oyount 
AN €BOA 2ITMriNOYT€ 62PAI EANOYON NIH... / {ibid. 346) M0€I2€ 6&NM06I26, but cf. {Cat. 43.29) 2€N[M0€I2€ 
€ANM0€I2€] N€ j (A i 188) OYAYnH CANOYAYFIH, OY0AHWC €AN0Y9AI4»IC ... 

1.2.1.2 # MODIFIER -► n€ # 

(A) General observations: (1) The modifier predicated by this pattern — known as a “ Nom¬ 
inal Sentence ”, after the word class more “ typically ” constituting its predicate — is not unknown, 
but has never really been treated separately and in detail 79 . This predicate position is in fact only one 
of the positions in which the modifier vies with the noun syntagm: another is in the satellital slot following 
the determinators (§1.1.1.1) 80 . In fact, the Nominal Sentence predicates a determinator pronoun followed 
by its lexeme 81 . In our pattern, however, the modifier is invariably non-determinated. 

(2) The modifier predicate precedes the pronominal subject ri€. The pattern may be negated, and is 
(rarely) converted, only in the relative conversion. 

(3) Suppletivity : A modifier in this pattern does not occur as predicative in the Bipartite (§1.2.1.1). 
That is to say, it is complementary with the Bipartite, and no opposition obtains between the two pred¬ 
icative patterns (two “ allo-syntagms ” of a single “ syntagmeme ” predicating a modifier). See §0.2.3. 

(4) It may not be going too far to suggest that in the ever accumulating instances of 4 present I perfect 
circumstantial + ri€' (see Quecke 1977b:302, Browne 1978a :7 = 53, 1979b:200, to whose exx. add 
Judith 14:14, and many [Nitrian] Bohairic examples, e.g. in Hyvemat’s 1886 Actes des Martyrs ), the cir¬ 
cumstantial is predicated in the very pattern examined here. It is a predication especially on a higher 
level of analysis — the macrosyntactic level — signalling a “ backgrounding ” of the evolving action. 

4 N6MCUUM nc ’ might accordingly be taken to contain (beside the actor and verb lexeme) two distinct 
relational signals: N€- for the narrative framework characterization, -n€ for the macrosyntactic back¬ 
grounding (cf. Callender’s 44 situational” subject, 1970:205ff.; also n€ as apodosis marker , with fut. 
[/// 158.7f., P 130 1 135 TAf]; Polotsky 1939:110 = CP 374). 

(B) Constituency: 

N- NT€I2€ IV 84.14, see spec. obs. 

N6€ III 75.l6f., see spec, obs.; N9€ Mn€NTAH€iP€ te e€ Mner€MnH€iP€ {IV 159.Ilf.), 

n See Nagel 1970:80. 

n See among Stern's exx. on pp. 300 {Marc. 13:33), 302 {/ Cor. 9:18), 305 (Ps. 8:1): Till §248: Callender 1970:37ff.H4f. 
Sethe 1916:§I09 treats our construction together with # (det. -f- adv.) n€ #, apparently considering it a case of “ article omitted 

80 Yet another is the “glose " — or verbal topic — constituent in the focus-initial focalization constructions (§§2.4-6 
below). Indeed, I believe that the sharp noun : “ adverb ” dichotomy which forms the matrix of Polotsky’s conception of Egyptian 
grammatical structure, is considerably blurred in Coptic (cf. also Shisha-Halevy 1978). 

81 The not infrequent instances of # bare noun (or zero-determinated nounl) -n€ # merit a special discussion (this is no¬ 
where treated as a distinct case, and is not included in the constituency lists in Callender 1970). We may have here a pat¬ 
tern with apparently limited predicate and subject constituencies, possibly also special environmental properties. Some Shenoutean 
exx.: (Ch. 183.23) .. epa^e n€ nay l (A 2 34, 114) .. .EMOI2E n€ nay. .. / {A I 210) win€ n€ xooy / (A 2 395) H opth an 
nc xooc / (Or. 159.34ff.) .. .eci«#€ n€ e€... erote nE oe. .. 
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nAPA- 

ICATA- 
«|A- 82 

AIM- 
CnAINAH 
2A0H 
2ITOYUI- 
6BOA 2N- 

TUJN 


nAPAKCKOYi n€ + conjunctive (A 2 390, §7.3.1), nAPATCHOYUMl TAP ne 6- (RE 10 161a 
16f.), nAPATP€H- ne (A 2 75). 

KATAri€H€iN€ n€ n€iN€ nn€2BHY€ ( Wess. 9 110a 14ff., IV 65.12f., neg.) 
yxn€iMA T€ T6TNHNT-2HT NOYUJT nhman (P 130 1 135 tat-a), Ch. 59-60, 60.71T. (adapta¬ 
tion of Mark 13:27). 

Ch. 59.55ff., 60.4ff. (adapt, of Mark 13:27). 

cnaiMXH nay T€ T€Y2YnOMoriH (IV 46.18, see $1.3.7.3.1; also, in a quotation. III 45.17f.). 
6N62A6H TAP n€ €MnAT€nOYO€IN AYU) nUIN2 €1 CriKOCMOC (A 2 247). 
n€T2MnniP€ H OOYUJN2 €BOA MflOYOCIN... 2ITOYUW MflCOBT A€ 6T2IBOA R€ (III 52.18ff.). 
net a no a€ bboa [n€] 2 Mmurr... ( Wess. 9 147b 10ff.). 

€BOA TUJN n€ HI2BHY6 €TdOOM€ (A 2 333, .4 7 8, Ench . 93a; cf. §2.6.3.2). 


(C) Special observations: (1) HT€I2€ is by far the most common modifier in this construction. 
We find the following varieties of this pattern: 

(a) MT€I2€(0N) [ne{ + noun syntagm (III 103.4, IV 80.21, III 74.17f. codd., Ch. 75.44ff. f I94.9ff., 24ff., 
65.6f., 156.56ff., A 2 537, A 2 337, Wess. 9 86a 28ff. etc.). 

(b) NT€I2€ ON T€ M + noun syntagm (sgl./plur.) (IV 163.25, 164.2, 111.4, Ch. 193.25f., Wess. 9 86b Iff.), 
(b') NT€I2€ ON T€ -f- noun syntagm (plur.) (IV 106.2). 

(b ") NT€I2€ ON Te + clause : NTei2€ ON T€ NA» N2€ n€T€OYNTAH MM AY MnCOOYN... 6NHNANAY AN enAnreAOC 
AYUI NHCOYUINS... NTei2e ON T€ NIM n€TNAOYUI«l... (P 130* 47-8 CKr-A). 

(c) NT€12€ 2UJUI- N + noun syntagm (III 48.24f.). 

This pattern (like other ee-constructions: N0€N-, TAl T€ 0€N- t TAi Te T€(H)2€...) is expandable by a sub- 
nexal constituent: noun -t* adnexal circumstantial (Shisha-Halevy 1972:82ff. and see footnote 99 below): 
(/// 48.24f.) NT6I2C 2UIOY NN2CAAHN MN2AIP6TIKOC NIM €YM€€Y€ NNA2PAY A€“ / (A 1 267) NT€I2€ ON n€ 0€N- 
2M2AA CAICCAIOC €AHTOYN€C“N€TMOOYT, also IV 163-4, Ch. 193.25-39. Here the subnexal unit forms part 
of the overall nexus in the pattern. Pattern (2) may be regarded as anacoluthic. ON is clearly an essential 
(if not indispensable) component of this pattern in its different forms. 

(2) In (III 47.19) N6YM6PIC N€ N©€ 6TCH2 A€“ we have properly speaking a different pattern, the copular 
# subject - copula - predicate # Nominal Sentence predicating the modifier N0€. 


1.2.1.3 Miscellaneous patterns 

1.2.1.3.1 The stative of €IP€, O, supplies a convenient outil grammatical for predicating the im¬ 
portant group of N-modifiers in a durative framework M , which relates paradigmatically to the Nominal 
Sentence as an incidental vj. inherent predication: nPUJM€ €TO NAH NAH€ (A 7 251). Whereas the “ cop¬ 
ular ” (i.e. incomplete-predication) -O is empty of verbal-lexical content, other statives, forming a para¬ 
digm with this -O (N“) and expandable by M- as well as by other modifiers, supply various Aktionsart 
characterizations of the basic nexus: -ttioon, -OYH2, -KH, 2MOOC.. (consider 77/98.19, 134.12f., IV 44.25, 
50.23, Ch. 57.45ff., 59.46ff., 50.43ff., Ench. 93a, etc.) M . N-modifiers can occur, of course, as predicative 
(“ adnexal ”) complements of many other verbs (of which only €IP€ — and SNUnc? — are in regular trans~ 


82 Sec Wiesmann 1927:67 and Jernstedt 1929:128, on /// 97.14f. (quoting Prow 6:26). 
M Callender 1970:248-279 (cf. our Chapter 3, note 4). 

84 Callender 1970:279ff., 1973b. 
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formative relationship with their statives): AYHITOY naixmaaujtoc (A 2 252), hnatujoyn ncuima MnN€Y 
matikon (ibid. 401), AKAAK NBOT6 ( Wess. 9 118a 24ff.) g5 . 


1.2.1.3.2 The prenominal allomorph of €IP€ is used to predicate certain prepositions in the Tri¬ 
partite Conjugation 86 : P-GPO-* (IV 12.21, perf., A I 162, conj., Wess. 18 127a 30, conj., APO*); P-2IXUJ* 
(Wess. 9 171b 25f., perf.); P-riAPA- (IV 3.20, P 130 4 105 PK€: AAAY€AMP-nAPAT€H*YCiC); P-2lTn€(/J 2 192, 
fut. Ill, ibid. 441, not Sh., conj.). 


1.2.1.3.3 A marginal yet I believe well established pattern predicates a modifier with a zeroed sub¬ 
ject (theme)**: €TB€-, in irrealis protases: (A 2 113-4) €N€€TBHHTOY (i.e. NEnAHTH) VIAPAKC^HH n€ NT€- 
n€TP-nA2P€ €PON CAAAT€ MN2€NUJN€ / (A 2 398) 2AM0I ON €N€€TB€OYMNTATCOOYN H OYMNT«JHP€ «JHM (i.e. 
it was done). Negatively (“ were it not for... ”), with NCABHA: (A 2 514) (“ people say secretly about 
me) A6-NCABHA CTBHHTH AYUJ X6NEN0 Mn€NXO€IC, NENNAdUJ AN n€ / (P 131 s 56 ro) KAf TAP AAH6UJC NCABHA 
€TB€NCOnC MMIXAHA €TO NCOBT €PON NEP6NAAIMUJN... NATAKO NTnOAIC TMPC, but also with €N€€TB€... AN: 
(A 1 158) €N€€TB€n€l2UIB AN N€0YNHJ60M €TP€2€NKOOY€ TAMIOOY, compare (IV 156.26) €N€€TB€TAfAtlH 
AN NIC N6IXUI NNAI... 


2N“ 

NNA2PN-: 

NT€I2€: 

KAAUJC: 

KAKtUC: 


also in an unfulfillable protasis: (IV 94.23) CNC2N0YMNT2A2 n^aa€, N€YNA“J6M-<>om an nafiata 
M n€TPO€IC... 

(Ill 107.6) AAHOUIC NNA2PAI 2UJC €^X€“NOYH2 NCAOYCA / (Ch. 135.501T.) NNA2PAK M€N 2LUC 
e£JX€-HMOK2, AAAA NNA2PNN6TN06I AN / (IV 159.1 If.) NNA2PNNPUJME TAP 2UJC €«JX€-Ne€ MR€N- 
TAH€IP€ T€ 8€ MneT€Mn€M€iP€ — in this case 2UIC (€«JA€-) may be the theme, 
see §1.2.1.2, spec. obs. (I), sub-pattern (c). 

(Ill 222.4) KAAUJC N20YO €N«JANCA2UIN €BOA NN6NNOB6 — here the conditional may well be 

the theme / (IV 109.8) kaaujc on “ it is well ” / (P 130 2 1 05TMr)€»X€*kAAUJC nrcooyn, kaauic 

N20YO NTdlN«IAA€... KAAUJC NTMNTCAB6... KAAUJC NTMNTPMN2HT. 

(IV 80.2f.) KAKUJC N26NAAOC 6YCUJK MMOOY NXNA2 88 . 


1.2.2 The modifier focalized: # second tense -> modifier # and other patterns. See 
Chapter 2. 


1.2.3 The modifier in a predication-presupposing zeugmatic pattern: ‘pronoun/noun syn- 

TAGM -> MODIFIER ’ 

(A) General observations: (1) This is a well-attested, typical Shenoutean construction which 
I believe has not had the attention it deserves: a syntagm of noun/independent pronoun + modifier is in¬ 
cluded in a larger syntagmatic complex, in which it expands a nuclear unit comprising some or most of 
the following components: subject (pro)noun, object (pro)noun, verb lexeme , adjunctal or predicative mod¬ 
ifier, and in one of several cohesion possibilities with the constituents of this unit — often in antithetic 
configuration: 


84 (OY-J is not excluded from the predicative post-N-position (nAACC€ mmoh NOYPUJM6, P-KA2 NOYPUJM6 Cat. 42.l6f., 43.6, 
ttKUnc N2€NPUJM€ NT€nNOYT€ Ench. 93a, and so on) while (nj is. This is another syntagmatic factor subdividing the determinator 
category into 0-, jOY-| vs. jn-| (another is the alternation of the two Bipartite subpattems, sec §1.2.1.1). 

88 Polotsky 1959:459 (+ n. 3) (= CP 237.), cf. Stern p. 315. 

87 Cf. §§7.1.3, 7.3... for # {modijier - 0) -f adnexal conjunctive #, a pattern much more common than the minimal 
# mod. - 0 # (for which cf. Tesni£re 1965: 186ff.). For Egyptian # mod. - 0 # cf. Junge 1978:§7.1.2. 

w Perhaps also (exclamatory, III 146.20) nAHN nxocic ZMnCK^uiNT an (cf. Ps. 6:2, 37:2). 
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(Ch. I02.l9ff.) EPEflBAA MMAY ETBENAY AYUJ nMAAXE ETBECUJTM / ( Ch . 46.12ff.) TETNTUJPn MMOOY, 20INE 
HAIM AH 2ENKOOYE 2A2ENKOYI MTIMH / ( Ch . 28.18ff.) NENTAYXUJK EBOA ENNEYEfllOYMIA (sic) NMMAK AYUJ 
HTOK NMMAY / (/// 211.1 Of.) EHEIPE MMOOY (i.e. MMNTACEBHC) N2HTOY AYUJ NTOOY €BOA 2ITOOTI. 


(2) I consider this “ zeugmatic ” pattern 89 a representation of the nuclear pattern structure, projected 
into the textual sequence — a representation with a higher degree of cohesion with the nuclear unit than 
would be effected by its simple repetition. This is an outline construction, a suspended or (to borrow 
from architectural terminology) a corbel or cantilever “ overhanging ” construction. In preference to 
this somewhat over-graphic descriptive nomenclature, one may adopt the negative or detractive in¬ 
completeness and omission , with the rhetoric-stylistic 44 elleipsis ” 90 or the generative 44 gapping 

“ Apokoinou ”, another traditional term, is more descriptive than the others but also insufficiently specific. 

(3) As regards the informational or thematic-functional structure of this construction, I think one 
can validly regard the 4 noun syntagm + modifier ’ complex as relatively predicative (rhematic), with its 
subject (theme) — a cohesive-anaphoric one — zeroed within it. Alternatively, the modifier alone can 
be considered predicative, and the noun prominently topical (§2.0.2.1) there being a nexal relationship 
between the two. 


(B) Constituency (open-ended list): 


N- 

e- 

€20YN €- 

exn- 

2N-/N2HT- 

2A- 

(MN“)/NMMA- 

NHA2PN- 

KATA- 

€BOA 21 TOOT ^ 
6TB€- 

X€- 


(Ch. 47.Iff.) «JAT€TN«JATOY, 20INE NOY2NO NCOYO... 2ENKOOYE NOYXOYTH MMAAXE, 2EN~ 
KOOYE NOYPTAB / (ibid. 168.3ff.) NTEI2E ON HE OYCON NOYCON AYUJ OYCUJNE NOYCUJNE / 
(A 2 153) NA^ENSJHPE ETKUJ NCUIOY NNEYEIOTE AYUJ N€IOT€ NNEYMIHPC AYUJ M200YT NNEY“ 
2IOH€ AYUJ NE2IOME NNEY2AI. 

(A 2 60) CEEPOY €AAY, flCHMANNKOTK ETBBOH, flNA €AAH... n2An ETA AM EXNXI'20, NNH“ 
CT€IA E2APE2 EPOOY / (Ch. 54.l9ff.) TOYEPHTE ECSJOOn 2MnCUJMA ETBEMOOMJE, N*IX EnEY“ 
2UJB, NTEI2E ON riMONAXOC ETPEMC*PA2T. 

(P 131 4 88 PAA) EMNAOYUJN2 ON NTEMArAnH E20YN EPON, AYUJ ANON 2UJUJN E20YN ENENEPHY. 
(? A l 188, 9 x — in line 6 a lacuna where the nodal verb would have been) OYAYflH 

CANOYAYnH, OY0AI4»IC EANOYOAI^IC, OYANATKH EXNOYANAfKH... 

(IV 60.19f.) (EYNABUJK EYPHJOMT), CNAY 2NNETP-CABBATON, AYUJ OYA 2NNETMI MnPOOY«J... 
/ (Ch. 118.26ff.) AMKA-TEH6IX 2IXUJN AYUJ TEH*OM N2HTN. 

(Ch. 89.33ff.) NEINA+ n€ NNAMNT«JPnMMICE 2ATAMNT«JAHTE... HKAPnOC N2HT 2AHNOBE 
NTA40TXH. 

(A 2 20) ccmupyi HflEYnPHMJ 2APOH NMMAY (i.e. the Devil and his followers) AYUJ NTOH 

NMMAY. 

(Ill 221.4ff.) NTE12E ON OY2E9NOC NACEBHC NNA2PMn2EONOC NEYCEBHC, AYUJ OYAPXUJN 
NNA2PNOYAPXUJN, OYPMMAO NNA2PNOYPMMAO... HJA2PAI EOYAHCTHC MnEHMETANOI NNA2* 
PMflENTAHMET ANOI. 

(Ill 220.20)... nOYA nOYA KATATEHTAXIC / (ibid. 110.8f., P 131 4 90 PAH) nOYA nOYA KATA- 

TCHMIHC... 

(77/211.10, quoted above). 

(Ch. 102.19ff, quoted above; 24ff.) epetmntpmmao tfoon etbena, ayuj tqoycia ETBEP- 

2An / (A 2 473-4) MNAAAY N2AM9E EMNTM-BA90YP ETBEWUIUJT H flAENTHN ETBEOYEICE. 
(Wess. 9 149b) NtSJHPE «JHM EYCUJBE XE-R, NETXIOOP NOYMOOY XE-R, NETnHT 2AR20 NNBAP” 


See Stern: 306f.. Till 1954:387 n. 8 (for Egyptian, cf. Gilula, JNES 35:27 [1976]). 
90 Cf. Gerber 1885:457-476. 
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BAPOC *€-!£, and so on (7x): the basic unit (a 23ff.) is Sec. Present 4- ae-ic / (/// 39. 
19ff.) TAI T€ 0€ OYA K60YA €TB€-, K€OYA €TB€“. 


1.3 Synthetic information: a selective examination of individual members of the category 

AND THEIR PROPERTIES 

The following is a generally catalogic study of the marking of certain modifiers for modifier status 
and their distribution, with consideration of their functioning inside various nucleus + modifier con¬ 
structions. 

Coptic modifiers are either analyzablc, i.e. syntagmatic (§§1.3.1-3, 1.3.5, 1.3.7-8) or unanalyzable 
— morphematic or lexemic (§1.3.4-6, 1.3.9-10). The nature of the modifiers of Greek origin (§1.3.11) 
is not clear. Even those with a recognizable original morphological factor (-UIC, -ON) cannot be taken 
as fully analyzable in Coptic, where there is nothing to prove, for instance, that -UJC is a suffixed morpheme 
(it is evidently not productive, i.e. in a motivation relationship, even in the Greek-origin sub-system of 
Coptic). Nevertheless, modifiers of this type do have a mark, a recurring formal characteristic — albeit 
with a degree of uniqueness 91 — and are thus more “ grammaticalized ” than, say, TAXY or the native 
TAI and TUINOY. 

1.3.1 n-marked modifiers. The distribution and external syntagmatics of this, the most charac¬ 
teristic of 44 adverbial ” markers, are treated elsewhere. Here I wish to dwell on some specific, well- 
defined N-syntagms. N- precedes noun syntagms (including the infinitives) in various environmentally 
determined adnominal and adverbal functions. There is, however, a mixed bag of recurring N-phrases 
that are more or less fixed as complements of modality (time/space/manner) for the nuclear verb. This 
is N- as a 44 relational ” preposition 92 , occurring in regular, lexicalized, predictable collocations, which 
correspond to modal (often de-adjectival) 44 adverbs ” in inflecting languages. 

(a) Localization in space 9 *: MriB(o)A N- “outside” (HI 71.16, P 130 4 99 vo), MfiKUlTE “around” 

( Ch . 33.17f.), NOYMA (IV 91.14), nhi €HI AYUI MflEIMA EflAl 44 from 93 house to house and from this place 
to that ” (IV 92.20). 

(b) Localization in time: expressions of occasion, event and duration: MI1I0Y06I9 (IV 185.12), N0Y0“ 
€MB NIM (IV 1.12), N0Y06I9 44 once (upon a time)” (IV 185.1), N0Y200Y (IV 54.19), N2M€ N200Y ( Ch . 
105.52), Mncon (IV 67.23), NKECon (IV 83.20), nhtooy Neon (7K74.6), NOYCOn (IV 67.10), Mneicon h nnen- 
K6200Y (A 2 82), MnNAY (IV 67.25), NNAY NIM (IV 175.8f.), NAPXAIOC 44 of old ” (III 19.14, see §4.2.2.1), 
NCAH 44 yesterday ” (A l 50), MMHNE 44 daily ”, see below, N«J0Pn 44 at first ” (IV 73.12), MflOOY 44 today ” 
(III 95.22f.) MnOOY H NI200Y (III 114.11), NT6YNOY 44 at Once ” (III 99.11), NOYNOY €BOA 2NOYNOY 44 at 
any given hour ” (III 87.8), noykoyi NAnPHTE 44 for a short instance ” (IV 67.19), N“JA€N€2 44 for ever ” 
(IV 6.12, see §1.1.1.1), NTPOMfie 44 this year ” (P I30 4 140 ro) and many more. 


01 Compare the status of some semi-analyzable imported derivational suffixes in English: -/aw, -sist > •ceive... Morphematic 
** uniqueness ’* (and analyzability or “ transparency ") seems to be a gradient property. Almost all research remains to be done 
with regard to the Shenoutean Graecitas Coptica. We have no way of measuring the difference in grammatical transparency be¬ 
tween such variants as kaawc and KAAOC; of some relevance here may be the Bohairic alternation of # kaaiuc - and - nkaaiuc— 
(but also #ruiPH+ - and - MnAiPH+#). 

01 mho- enters this issue only as a resumptive representative of N-: (A 2 489) N6€ ntayconte mmoc / (ibid. 397) N6€ 
€T6>oipeteiieYMCi enArxooc namay cpon mhoc / (ibid. 65) nco6H ayui nH€2 cvapctazcc mmooy. 

fS Cf. (on the fluctuation Boh. N-~b€N-) Piehl 1902, Andersson 1904:1 Iff.; see mmay (and n. 96 below) on the syncretism 
of locative (“ in ”) and ablative (“ from ") semantics in tuih etc. 
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(c) Determination of manner I degree: N20-2I20 “face to face” (/// 153.12, Ch. 208.43f., P 130* 48 
pka), moykoyi (A I 150), NK6KOYI (III 99.12), N20Y0 “rather”, “even (more)”, see below; NBPP6 
“ anew ” (A 2 314), NT€I2€ “ thus ”, see below; NA«i N2€ “ how? ” (Wess. 9 148a 18ff.), N6 € n-/€T- “ in 
the manner of / that ” (III 51.19, 104.26), NXNA2 “ violently ” (A / 44), mnoyx “ falsely ” (P 130* 39 vo); 
with infinitives* 4 : NOYUJ2M “ again ” (A I 74), H2Uin “ in hiding ” (A I 465), nxioyc “ by stealth ” (A 2 
495), etc. 


1.3.L1 Certain N-syntagms deserve more leisurely attention. First, the cases of “ unique ” or 
“ near-unique ” morphemes, in which the isolation of N- (in its allomorph M-) leaves us with a non-recur¬ 
ring, or almost non-recurring — hence, morphologically undefinable — morph as the residue of the 
syntagm w . 

(a) The deictic “ pro-modifier ” MMAY is a case in point. -MAY does recur in €MAY “ thither ” (IV 
62.3), but nowhere else. MMAY is a pro-modifier (a more grammaticalized, anaphoric modifier, representing 
2 N-/N- prepositional phrases) meaning “there” (often predicative, 7/7 211.9, Ch. 116.13) or “thence” 
(III 99.2, IV 121.6f. M ). 

(b) Another instance is the excluding, focusing adjunct MMAT€ “ only ”, which is again in paradigm 
with €~MAT€ as a sole companion, on which paradigm its analyzability is to be based. Both are post- 
adjunctive only, and neither is ever predicative. €MAT€ “ very ” 97 is far removed semasiologically: usually 
adverbal (NA“J€-nTUl2 €MAT€: A 2 29, A l 247 written MMAT6, III 13.22, IV 70.5, etc.), it is often adnominal: 
(A 2 296) 26NKOYI 6HAT6 / (ibid. 499) AIKAIOC €MAT€ / (ibid. 317) N2A2 Neon €MAT€, sim. Ill 21.20, 169.13 
/ (Ch. 146.15f.) OYNOtf €MAT€ NBUl N6AOOA6, etc. CMATC is occasionally reiterated (§1.1.2.4.2). MMAT€ f 
which has a special affinity with the augens MAYAA* (§6.1.4.1) is preeminently adnominal, and occurs 
most typically, stylistically speaking, in (or in conjunction with) a clause including a local (“ Satzglied ”) 
negation: “ not only..., but (also)... ” (e.g. Ill !73.12f., 184.17f.; see in more detail, and with more exx., 
§2.9.1.2.2, also §6.2) — also in syntagm with 6IMHTI “ but for ”, which precedes ‘ (pro)noun MMAT6 ’ (IV 
62.20) or, less usually 98 , governs €-: €IMHTI €MAT€ €- (IV 91.12). MMAT6 may modify another modifier: 
(IV 24.6f.) 2Mn€YAAC mmat€ / (III 50.4ff.) 2H0YnAHfH nanoyh NBPBP mmatf. 1 know of no clear instance 
of adverbal MMAT6. 


(c) MMHNe “ daily ” is another instance of the “ unique morpheme 




Exclusively postadjunctive. 


it occurs adverbally (III 145.23, 7K 69.23, Ch. 201.44ff.), adclausally (A 2 21-2 NTOH ON MMHHN€ n€) and 
(rarely) adnominally (flNAY NOYUIM MMHN€ IV 153.22). 


u H + infinitive occurs regionally after certain verbs: APX6I (III 44.12), 6M-60M (III 109.19), COOYN {HI 105.18), €l {Ch. 201. 

45ff.). 

94 Cf. Bloomfield’s famous 44 cranberry ” (1935:160f.), on which see also R. Harris, Synonymy and Linguistic Analysis 
Oxford: Blackwell, 1973, p. 66ff. 

M The syncretism of 44 locative ” and 44 ab/delative ” is evident with many other modifiers (notably Turn 44 whence ”, Wess. 9 
127 b 8ff., 14ft, 128 a tff.) and prepositions, esp. 21- (2IXUIM Ming. 89b, and 2IBOA III 150.5), 2M-, 2A- (resolved in €BOA 2N-, ®OA 
2A“) — see the entries in Dictionary. Incidentally, this may add an improvement to my interpretation of the Shenoutean tuj €TUI — 
WZKM 69:33-9 (1977) — to be understood as 44 whence — whither?”. This suggestion, communicated to me by W.-P. Funk, 
»s corroborated by an unpublished example (P I30 4 105 PK€) tuj etui tcnoy xinnx€~M€ cxi-*oa, xtNMDAiKAiON €XIN«onc, xiNnTBBO 
CXUJ2M, where xin- €- would agree well with a 44 whence - whither ” frame of reference. 

97 Rare instances of mmatc used for €MAT€, 44 very ” (the reverse does not occur, to my knowledge): A l 53, 247, 244. 
M Usually 4 cimhti £-(pro)noun MAYAA-*' {III 90.3, 124.6, 136.20 etc.), or with no modification (77/45-6, 7F91.17f.); 4 €IMHTI -r 
noun (7/7 52.10f., IV 62.5, etc.). In Shenoute, the paradigm following €IMHTI includes: (€H pro)noun mmatc/mayaa*, €TP€HCUITM, 
^•perfect(presentlNominal Sentence, conjunctive and modifiers (III 138.1 If., incl. the circumstantial, IV 60.25f., 61.2). See §7.3.1.1. 
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1.3.1.2 NTEIZE “thus” occurs: (a) Postadjunclively, adverbally : (/// 222.12) mapnmokmek epon 
NTEIZE, typically expanding the verbs xui and €IP€ (III 18.3, 28.3, 37.7, 49.16, etc.); adnominally : (A I 

65) N£I2BHY£ NT€I2£. 

(b) Initially, as an adclausalpremodifier, in a verb clause: (III 141.20) NT€I2€ AsyuinE Zmiima etmmay 
NOE Mn0Y20P / (ibid. 148.4f.) HT£I2€ NEHXUJ NNEHBAXE NNETMfliBA NCUfTM EPOOY. 

(c) Initially, in the constructions: (1) # NT€I2£ (2UIUJ » ) OM (N-) noun syntagm (+ circumstantial ) #: 
(III 48.24f.) NT£I2£ 2UUOY NNZEAAHN... €YM£€Y£ NNA2PAY X£-£Y<aOOn 2MnOYO£IN / (IV 104.7f.) MT€I2£ ON 
thaay NTCYNAruirH €CNA€IP€ 2UJUJC ON NT€I2€ — the circumstantial here is adnominal and adnexal •». 

(2) # NT£I2£ ON + [noun syntagm + modifier] # : (///221.4f., Ilf.) NT£I2£ ON OY2£ONOC NAC£BHC NNA2- 
PHnzEONOC NEYCEBHC, NT€I2£ ON OYCON £HXA2M NNA2PNOYCON ehoyaab. The modifier appears to be pred¬ 
icative here within its information unit — the bracketed constituent being articulated as topic + comment 
(or theme + rheme)-, NT€I2€ itself is topical in relation to the whole: topic + (topic + comment). 

(3) # NT€I2€ (on) + [noun syntagm + clause ] #: (III 98.1 Iff.) NT£I2£ ON T£C2IM£ enswurr nneccapi 
MMIN MMOC OY nCTCNAXOOH / (ibid. 109-110) NTEI2E TAP NOYOEISM NIM NETCUITM KAKUJC <9AHZWI1 EPOOY 
— the noun is extraposed and later resumed. 

(4a) NTEI2E (ON) n€ (NTEI2E predicative: §1.2.1.2): (IV 84.14) NT€I2£ ON n€ OYPUJHE H OYC2IM€ €Y“)ANP-AT<SOM 

ZNOYSUINE. 

(4b) NTEI2E focalized by a verbal topicalization-form (see Ch. 2, esp. §2.4) : (III 76.8) NTEI2E TAP €NTAY~ 

xooc... 


1.3.1.3 N20Y0 occurs: (a) Postadjunclively, adverbally (“rather”, “greatly”, “[even] more”, 
“ on the contrary ”): (IV 5.8) HCOTfl N20Y0 /(ibid. 18.12) CENATAmon ayuj tnnaeime nzoyo / (Ch. 23.19ff.) 
H EKSI-POOY59 ZAriPUIME 2NOY... EKOYES-MOOYTM NTOH N20Y0 / (III 38.24) +NAMI 9 E OYBHK N20Y0 / (A 2 
341) (they asked whether) NANOY-riEizuiB, (I answered:) HZOOY nzoyo, also III 115.17f., 146.16, 163.22, 
IV 18.12, 82.10f„ Ch. 85.13ff. In a typical figure, N20Y0 combines the sense of “rather, on the con¬ 
trary ” with a Second-Tense autofocal construction (see §2.1.7), e.g. (///212.8f.) riETXlu MMOC XE-AICOYN- 
IC... ENEIPE NNAI HTANP-ATCOOYN MMOH N20Y0 / (Ch. 171.2f.) (2PAI TAP 2MnKAIPOC ETOYMEEYE EI1AI... XE~ 
OYATNA flE...) EMO NNAHT N20Y0. 

(b) Adclausally, in a Nominal-Sentence pattern (§1.1.2.3, “on the contrary”): (III 113.20) OYAAC 
EHXA2M N20Y0 n£ rtAAC NHACEBHC / (ibid. 115.28) EtSXE-OYTAAAiriOPOC (sic) AAHOOC (sic) n£... OYMAKA - 
PIOC ON AAHOUIC N20Y0 n£... / (IV 3.4) tlETEPENPUJME MEEYE EPOM XE"OYCOYO ll£ EOYTIU2 2UJU/H N20Y0 n£, 

also III 19.2, IV 60.23, 108.27 etc. 

(c) Adnominally (“ too much ”, “ even, especially, in particular ”): (III 221.18) KE2UIB NZOYO / (IV 
77.2) NEYMNTMAITO NZOYO / (IV 9.20f.) F1KEIOYAAC NZOYO / (Ch. 30.45ff.) NTOK 2UIUJK NZOYO. It is, in this 
status, usually a premodifier, semasiologically close to MAAAON, MAAICTA (§1.3.11.2.1.4), in the sense of 
“ especially ”, “ so much more ” — a focusing adjunct: usually * NZOYO AE + noun ' (prosodically a colon 
by itself): III 37.17f., 106.12f„ 108.19f., 112.13, IV 23.7, Ch. 74.18f., etc. 

(d) NZOYO expanding or premodifying another modifier 10 °: (III 222A) KAAlUC NZOYO / (III 181.19f.) 
...CTPEY+-60M NTOH NZOYO / (Ch. 18.28f.) NTEIZE <>£ NZOYO (>4 7 11) NZOOY NIM, NZOYO AE ZNNCABBATON. 


•• Cf. Shisha-Halevy !972:75ff., 81 fT. : consider N0€/TAI T€ 0€ H-[nourt 4 - circ.] (IV 82.1 f.) Nec NNKCAProc NPUIH€ 
CYSAAT NCBIl) / ( Wess. 9 91 b 6ff.) TAI T€ 0€ NNIATCBIU €THMAY €YAUIK €BOA NT€ni8YHIA NT€Y^YXH j (A / 162-3) TAI T€ T€N2€ flPAN 
AYUJ nCCXHMA CNNAKAAY NTHMOO“J€ / {A 2 138) TAI T€ ©€ NNAPXHrOC NN2€eNOC CTO NATNA2TC XINN^OPn CAYCUJZn €20YN 2MnTOnOC 
NKAK€. Note in the last example the opposition between the two adnominal expansion forms: CT- attributive , and €- adnexal. 
100 N20YO itself is expanded, in the sense of “ more than... by € + noun (incl. infinitive: III 77.2, A I 56, III 131.10). 
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Note here especially nzoyo + circumstantial , in the sense of “especially when ”: ( Wess. 9 138c 19f.) 

...€HdIN€ Mn*yiH€ NN€TWJU)N€ H20Y0 A€ €NMI MnPOOY«l NN€T€MMNTOY“PUJM€ MMAY. 

(e) Initially, N20Y0 is rare: (/// 147.14) N€I«JOXN€ NAI HAY A AT X€NNA»Uin€ ON NCKANAAAON... N20Y0 
A€ N6IOYUJUJ AN fl€ €AYn€l NN6CNHY THPOY MniCTOC. 

1.3.2 Zero-marked noun syntagms in modifier status 101 are restricted to certain temporal or 
spatial localizing expressions and the modal pronominal AAAY “ at all ”, “ anyhow Related to this 
lack of marking is the syntagmatic zero — the absence of resumption of initial nouns: contrast {IV 58. 
I9f.) n62M€ NZOOY NN6PWME €»KAO€IK NTOOTH EnTHPH, with {ibid. 54.29) n€2M€ N200Y THPH NN€Y€^niC€ 
N2HTH EnTHPH. This cohesional distinction is indicative, since it determines the noun as modifying the 
subsequent clause, not serving as its topic (§6.0.1). 

(1) €N€2 : see §1.3.6. 

(2) TEPOMflE, TPPOMnc “yearly”, “—a year ” 102 , distributive. Postadjunctive , adnominal (to con 
only): noycofi T€POMn€ {P 131 6 13 ro), nmtooy Neon TppOMnc {IV 74.6f.), also ibid. 58.1, 91.8. 

(3) con: initially , as adclausalpremodifier : 2A2 NCOfl “ often ” {III 146.28, 147.9,18, etc.) — contrast 
with the postadjunctive — N2A2 Neon {HI 107.14, 139.11). Postadjunctive : OYCOn (A 2 397), HJOMT NCOn 
(i Ch . 106.52ff.). The disjunctive con — con, OY/2€NCon — OY/2€ncon “ now... now... ”, “ at times... at 
times... ” {III 19.20ff., 70 passim , 77-8, 110.9f. etc.) is usually a premodifier. 

(4) “JOPn MEN- “ first of all ”, “ at first ” is initial and adclausal: III 164.5, IV 128.6, Ch. 204.19f., 
P 130* 54 nr, 130 s 39 vo. 

(5) 200 Y in n€2M€ N200Y {IV 58.19). 

(6) POY2E, 2TOOY6 “ at evening ”, “ at dawn ” {IV 65.26). This is a peculiar case, in which the only 
synchronic indication of nominal status is the occurrence of these words after prepositions, notably 2I-, 

€-, AIN-, H- {IV 60.14, 61.1, 92.13f., Ch. 51.22, 145.26f., P 130 1 139 TM€: NPOY26 AYUJ 2TOOY6). POY2C 
n€ {IV 60.21) is inconclusive, in view of the # modifier - fl€# pattern (§1.2.1.2). There is however some 
basis for considering 21- in 2ITOOY6 (and even in 2IPOY2E, IV 92.2 cod. C »A2iPOY2€ v.l. 9APOY26) metana- 
lytically fused with the lexeme and somehow connected with the (radical) 2 in 2TOOY6 103 — I know of 
no attestation for * 2I-2TOOYE (see Dictionary 728a; consider also Miss. 282, IV 104.4f. 2IPOY26 AYUJ 
2ITOOYE). Consequently, these expressions may not properly belong here, but are — at least to some 
extent — modifiers by lexical right, like TAXY or TUJNOY. (2IPOY26 also occurs as an adnominal modifier: 
P 131 s 133 TO TCYNAilC 2IPOY2E.) 

(7) AAAY “at all”, “anyhow”, “in anything” is postadjunctive only: {III 137.23) ...QtfUXITOY 
N60NC AAAY / {IV 18.18f.) NCATANAKTEI AAAY AN EnAIKAIOC / {Thompson D NO) HflHA2€PATH AAAY OYB€“ 
(v.l. A 2 246 NAAAY). 


101 Cf. Schenkel 1966:58 (“absolute substantives" — they are in fact neither absolute nor “ asyntactic ”, but lack an 
overt marking of the “adverbial” syntactic function). Junge 1978:73-84, esp. 76, 8lff, arrives, through equating “preposi¬ 
tional phrase ” (qua “ adverb ”) with “ noun ” (in “ adverbial status ” yet qua “ noun ”) at the far-reaching and to me unacceptable — 

* 

since procedurally exceptionable — identification (in Middle Egyptian) of nominal and “ adverbial ” nexus, at least in “ deep 
structure This error is due, I believe, to misapplication (and misjudgement of the significance) of commutability. To judge 
by the occasional variae lectiones . the characteristic zeroed in Coptic is in alt probability the N- — 2N- syncretism (see footnote 93). 
lw von Lemm 1972b:377f., Daumas 1952:U9f. (Dictionary 297a). 

103 Cerny I976:302f. suggests for 2TOOYE a hybrid etymology: hd—t3 ~f- dw3w: Crum gives in Dictionary 727b-728a 2ITOOYC 
and 2ITAAYC as specifically Shenoutean and Akhmimoid (A, A 8 ) forms, but docs not consider the possibility that these are syntagms, 
analyzable to a degree. 
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(8) fiboa “ out(side) ”, postadjunctive: (III 103.18f.) AYNOXOY eboa nBOA / (IV 110.9f.) zujb nim 
ETOYNAAAY... EYNAAAY nBOA MriEYZUJB N*l£ N4JAYAAH... (v.l. MnBOA), also IV 33.27, 113.24f., A l 70. Ad- 
nominally : (IV 112.17f.) 2UJB nim nBOA MflKATAAAIIC (sic). 

1.3.3 Iteration-marked noun syntagms in modifier status 

1.33.1 The syntagm 4 0-noun lexeme -► 0-noun lexeme ’ is a member of the postadjunctive mod¬ 
ifier paradigm and occupies a slot in the valency matrix with no further marking: (a) as a distributive - 
distensive-particularizing complement in the second (or following) post-verbal slot: (Ch. 183.52f.) AY- 
HJAATOY MEAOC MEAOC sim. Ill 106.2 / (IV I9.19f.) CENATOTriT €nKA2 TA4 TA* / (ibid. 199.2) ...EHKUI MMOOY 
62PAI 40F1E dOITE / (P I30 5 19 PA) NEHAUJAK OYON2 €BOA 2IUJUJH H N2HTN- MA* MA* / (A 1 77) «JANTOYTAAH 
KOYI KOYI NTOOTOY 104 / (ibid. 108) «JAPE0C20Y ri04E f\06£ H A A KM AAKM, or (b) as a rectional expansion 106 

— an 44 object ”, in the first post-verbal position (see § 3 . 0 . 1 ): (HT H 1 ro) N€N€lOT€ ntayaujujae CMA2 
CMA2 ...KAN MAPNKUTTM A€ 2UIUIN AAAE aaae, parall. (AAAE AAAE 2UIUIH) P 131 4 161 vo — expansion fo¬ 
calized by Second Perfect / (ibid. 2 vo) NENEIOTE EYCOOY2 620YN TBA TBA NCATEEPE — note the open juncture 
of the verb + iteration-marked rectional modifier syntagm / (77/29.28) EIKUJTM xaae AAAE — the iteration- 
marked object-expansion focalized by the Second Present / (A 2 26) N2EAAHN... ntancujbz MnCYEIUTT 
nAiABOAOC P-OYAriE OYAriE 2IUIOY / (A 1 108 ) N€TNAP~AC H nAdE nAdE. The iteration of cardinal numbers 106 

— OYA oya, CNAY cnay, CNT€ CNT€... — occurs either in complement or rection status: (^4 7 12, in part 
parall. BM 992 vo) NCTesJAPcnAOEic 1c aooycoy cnay cnay / (IV 60.28) etmka-hjeepe sjhm ebuik cnte 

CNT€ / (P 130* 64 POS) C2AI (the heart’s secrets) OYA OYA / (IV 84.8) NN€YANArKAZ€ MMOOY €NHCT€Y€ CNAY 
CNAY / (ibid. I03.6f.) EYEIPE CNAY CNAY H HJOMNT 90MNT. 

1.3.3.2 4 0-noun -> 0-noun ’ is bracketed and marked by n- as the predicative complement of 

forms of €IP€: (Miss. 279f., parall. P 130 s 69 ro) TZUJNH ETO MflAdE nAdE / (A I 240) AYAAY n«jay «IAY / 
(III 110.17) -P-OYCI NCI2JH CiyiH / (IF 85, apud Dictionary 378a) -AAH MnAdE nAdE H CI“JB ci«ib (IV 172.10, 
Mun. 160, P 130 2 99 PHE, IF 188 apud Dictionary 422b) ...EHO Nd WZ dUlT2. 

1333 Adnominally, we find 4 0-noun -> 0-noun ’ (with restricted constituency) in -MMIN6 MINE 
(2IAYAN AYAN) (Ch. 183.43f., Wess. 9 1 27b 8fi, A 2 116, P 130 4 91 pm) with the sense of “each and 
every... 


133.4 In this sense ( 44 each and every... ”, complexive/comprehensive universal plurality 107 ) 
the iterated 4 determinator + noun ’ syntagm occurs in various syntactic statuses even with a definite de¬ 
terminator: (A 1 395) -2UIM E2PAI EXNOAIPECIC 0A1PECIC / (ibid. 155) “2MHKAIPOC nKAIPOC / (III 126.16) 
dINE... Mfl2UJB n2UIB / (ibid. 204.6f) MJAPETCIO ON MnNOBE nNOBE I (A 2 21) NHP-nPUJME nPUIME AYUJ nCON 
nCON AYUJ TEC2IME TEC2IME... / (777 110.8f.) nOYA nOYA KATATEHMINE / (IV 73.19f.) HPUJME nPUIME ET2MRHI... 
AYUJ TOYEI TOYEI... EYE2UJN ETOOTOY... 


1.33.4.1 The iterated lexeme is rarely found expanding (and bracketed by) a single determinator, 
meaning 44 assorted... ” (plural only): (A 1 108) 2EN20EITE H 2EN2BOOC H 2ENCAnE CARE / (A 2 26) 2ENOYA 


104 Also »HM (A l 101) AMUJXN *SPHM »MH, cf. OYtfHM OYMJHM (A 1 150), coordinated With KATA200Y 200Y. 

Cf. (for Turkish and Modem Armenian) Godel 1945 :10T.: act act gultiyordu (* 4 adverbe "). yumurta aS Ci& vemek (“ pr6- 
dicat indirect du sujet ou de l’objet *’). 

106 Godel 1945:1 If., Hofmann 1936:20ff. 

Daumas 1952:27f. (cf. Stern §273). 
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OYA “ xtve^, aliqui ” / (Ch. 156.48f.) HIOYNOY OYNOY “ those various hours "/ (A 1 108) nAd€ nAd€ HTOOY 
N € “ a collection of assorted rags ” (HTOOY is the augens, §6.1.3). 

1.3.4 T6NOY (once NT6N0Y, A I 262, collated) occurs in several forma!/functional manifestations, 
ranging from the fully temporal “ now ” through the “ nynegocentric ” 108 hic-et-nunc , through various 
contextual values of actuality to particle-like interclausal relator role accompanied by prosodic symptoms. 

1.3.4.1 T6MOY adverbal , postadjurtctive , often clause-final: “now”, frequently in collocation with 
other time-indications: (A 2 53) €P€lOYAAC goon TUIN T6NOY / (ibid. 159) CUITH 2UJUIH CTHNTHJBHP nna 
MDHY6 T6NOY / (III 203.15f.) €N€P€nHOYT€ NASIAA€ NHM€ 2IAHf1KA2 T€NOY / (ibid. 219.4) (n€I^AA€) AI6IH€ 
6POH T€NOY 2NT€IPOMn€ TAI — note the tense / (IV 1.23f.) €N«JANP-B0A CTPUJK2 NNCTMMAY 2HniHA T6NOY 
/ (ibid. 98.25f.) +COOYN A6-0P-OY AINN^OPn AYUI OH T€HOY / (P 130 2 40 PA) OYOH HIM €T€MnOYM€TANOI... 
2 Mfl€tMA T€NOY — again, note the compatibility of the perfect with T€HOY ; also in (P 130 4 126 M) N€NTAN- 
ypnxoOY T€NOY “even now”. Additional exx.: Ill 182.19, 188.!7f., 206.22, 208.17, 131.5f., 150.7, 
IV 6.17fi, 1.24, Ch. 82.12ff., etc. etc. 

1.3.4.1.1 Postadjunctively, we often find T6H0Y in idiomatic collocation (coordinated or disjoined) 
with other temporal modifiers: (A 1 287) 2MH€OYO€ig ctmmay h htoh T€HOY / (IV 36.2, 98.26, A 2 107 etc.) 

AlHN«JOPn AYUI OH T€HOY / (IV 197.9) T€NOY AYUI NOYO€IHJ HIM / (ibid. 206.22) T€HOY H HTOM MR€OYO€ig 
CTMMAY — note the inverse order on line 28 / (A I 293) T€HOY AYUJ gA€NE2 / (III 194.19f.) €IT€ 2lXMnKA2 
T€NOY €IT€ 2Mn€200Y Mn2An / (P 130 4 118 Kf) HAPXAIOC AYUI OH T€HOY. 


1.3.4.2 T€HOY colon-enclitic 109 (— T€HOY —, -<S€/0H T€HOY —): “ now then 


i * 


4 4 


in our time and 


place ”, “ in the case under discussion, in this instance ”, “ at this point in the argument ”, “ following/in 
view of what has been said ”. Here the shift from clause-segment modification through adclausal reference 
to contextual interclausal linkage 110 is most evident: T6NOY approaches here the role of a superordinating 
particle , with a corresponding difference in prosodic status, inferable from the placement: (A I 57) MH 
NTUITN T6HOY NCTM€ NNCT2ITOYUIH / (A 2 65) HO€ T€NOY CT€PCTnAPO€HOC 2NOYM6... «IAHA (vs. the bride 

in Song of Songs) / (ibid. 298) ha«i H2€ T6HOY katani^aac nccnahoi ah / (A I 335) ctbcoy tchoy n€Y- 
SM«I€ C20Y0PT AH / (ibid. 297) H8€ 2UIUIN ON T€NOY CTNP”NOB€ / (III 144.26) OYKOYN NAI T6NOY CTMMAY 
NCTNAAOOC A€- / (Ch. 171.30ff.) OY *€ T6HOY n€- / (IV 183.7) €NM6€Y€ €OY <56 T€NOY. Striking here is 
the frequent occurrence after N6€”/KATA0€“ (also A 2 191, Ench. 85a, 87b, 92-3, III 18.27f., Wess. 9 148c 
9f. etc.) and, in intercolary placement (§6.0.3), after TAI T€ 0€ 111 (III 142.16, 167.13,21); also after the ante¬ 
cedent in a relative construction 112 (III 205.22f. n€lBIOC T€NOY CT6N2HTM, also IV 121.26 / 77/206.7 niTUl«l 
T€noy €Ntahht€ 620YN €POH / IV 111.14 tai T€N0Y CT^oon MnMA Mnpo), after the predicate in a Nominal 
Sentence 113 (A 2 306 OY €POI T€N0Y n€“ / IV 20.10 OY T6N0Y T€ T€XP€IA / III 170.9 nCT€«l«l€ ON T6NOY n€), 
and following the focus in focalization patterns (“ Cleft Sentences ”, see Ch. 2): (A 2 451, not Sh.) riAl 
tcnoy n€TH0YUJH2 mmoh €boa / (Wess. 9 121b 16ff.) NA«i H2€ T€HOY CTCTNKUIAY6* In all these cases it 
is the prosodic contour of the clause that motivates the placement of T€NOY, and a full temporal value is 
not rarely found here. 


100 Vs. “ allocentric Klum 1961:86fT., 223ff. 

100 See §6.0.3. 

110 See Klum 1961:248 n. 1 and 248fT.; Greenbaum 1969:55f. (“ transitional" vs. temporal conjuncts). 

111 Cr. Polotsky 1961 :§12. 

1,1 Polotsky 1961 :§§12, 20. 

113 Polotsky 1961 :§§8 (p. 308 = CP 412), 18. 
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1.3.4.3 T6H0Y initial , an adclausal premodifier : T6N0Y A€ —, AAAA T€NOY — is temporal, often op¬ 
posed to another foregoing temporal modifier: Ch. 31.27ff. (vs. N(OY)OYO€i^), sim. IV 185.2f., 13f., Ch . 
143.13ff. (vs. 2A9H MriOOY, so too in 150.37AF., A 2 86, P 130 2 104 vo), Ch. 204.19ff. (vj. SJOPn H6H-), IV 
105.9 (vs. 2A6H MFlATM”). T€HOY d€- is relatively rare: “ now then ”, “ at this stage of the argument 
III 77.4 T6HOY 6£ OY T€ THNTAC6BHC, also A 2 159, 248. Note €TI ON TCNOY (Ch. 91.20f.) a caique of 

£t& xal vuv? 


1.3.4.4 T€NOY adnominal to situational nouns: n(€)lHA (Ch. 57.45ff., A 2 240, 314, 461, 462, IV 
1.24), n(€)ICHY, NI200Y (A 1 463, A 2 87, III 145-6, jP 130 1 126 PMA, 130 4 49 ro), n€l-/N€lOYO€fiy (/// 
106.8f., 126.17,23, 180.19f.,24f., A 2 427), fl€HUIN2 (Rossi 2/3 16), T€N*YCIC (IV 113.2). 

1.3.4.5 T€NOY is occasionally found in noun-syntagm status (cf. §1.1.1.1) — in origin, of course, 
it goes back to T€-determinated OYNOY, when it was a case of the “ zero-marked noun as modifier ” 
(§1.3.2): AINT6NOY (P I30 4 50 CK), “JA20YN CT6NOY (P 130 s 105 4>nZ). 

1.3.5.1.1 NAH€ “truly”, “really” (cf. AAH9UJC, §1.3.11.1.2), occurs postadjunctively , adverbally: 
(A 2 501) A€-NN€HnUJU|C NAM€ €BOA 2MflNOYT€ / (A 1 171) AYCUIOY2 TAP NAM6 CAMriAO€IC / (A 7213) N€T~ 
OYON2 6BOA NAM€ A€"2€NMAPTYPOC N€ / (IV 159.8) €TP€M2ACTM NAM€ €TB€flNOYT€ / (Ch. 68.6flf.) ANON 
TNCOOYN AN €AAAY — tncooyn AN NAM€ / (Ench. 80a and often in “ Vita Monachorum ” passages) — 
erauiNC NAH€. More exx.: Ill 165.20, 170.21, IV 57.17f., 156.24, Ch. 62.1 Iff., etc. 


1.3.5.1.2 As adclausal/adverbal,NAM€ may occupy the colon-second position (or share it); this may 
be due to the prosodic contour of the construction: (A 2 371) fi€KNOYT€ NAM€ €T€OYNOYT€ AN ri€ / (RE II 
16a 17) 26N€BIHN NAH€ N6 N6THHAY cf. RE 10 162b 16 26N6BIHN AAHOOC (sic) N€ and §1.1.2.3 / (IV 32.2f.) 
NAI NAM€ NTAY«IUJn€ (Sec. Perfect) NCIOYP €TB€TMNT€PO HnNOYTC / (III 173.26) 2AMO I ON NAM€ CN6YNA+” 
Aoroc 2APOOY / ( Wess. 9 156c 7 ff.) A6KAC NAM6 6H6CMOY ePUJTN 2NCMOY NIM. More exx.: Ench. 82a, 
Wess. 9 144c 4f., Ch. 142.49f., 155.33ff., Or. 157.3, I65.42f., A 2 27, etc. 

1.3.5.1.3 NAM€ initial , a premodifier: (A l 72) NAM€ +M€€Y€ A€'. Here I include cases of AYUJ NAM6 —: 
(A 2 332) AYUJ ON NAM€ n€HHI f1€ T6KICAHCIA / (///71.17f.) AYUJ NAM€ 2NAAY NIM MnOYtfUJUJT... / (ibid. 191.22) 
T6NAY 6POOY AYUJ NAM€ TCCOOYN AN MMOOY / (Ch. 77.23ff.) AYUJ NAM€ N€NNA€IM6f1€ — or AAAA NAM€ —: 
(III 217.2f.) AAAA NAM€ HNAP20Y€«IUjn€ NTOH 6HOYAAB... / (/// 131.15f. Cod. B, parall. A 2 196) AAAA 
HAMC n€ N6HOYUJHJ n€ 6TP6YKUJ nay €BOA, see §6.0.3.3 for the “ foreshadowed ” n€; also APHY nam€- (III 
I40.30f.), KAirAP NAM€“ (III 146.23), NAM€ before a conditional complex (III 70.17f.) 114 . 

1.3.5.1.4 NAM€ postadjunctive , adnominal — very common, occurring with most determinators: 
“ true ”, “ real ”, “ veritable ”, “ genuine ”: niCTOC NAM€ (III 15.16, 137.14, IV 21.5, A l 14, etc. etc.) 
/ (A 2 96) OYUIN6 NAM€ / (ibid. 55, Ch. 34.53ff.) NPMNNOYTC NAM€ / (III 223.16) N€YC€BHC NAM€ / (A 2 
402, 407, etc.) N€XP€ICTIANOC NAM€ / (A 2 60) nAUJPON NAM€ / (IV 80.23) 2€N€IOT€ NAM6 / (Ch. 168.44ff.) 
OYMNTAAAC €flNOYT€ NAM€ — NAM€ expands here the whole ‘ noun + modifier ’ group / (IV 129.11) n€N- 
€IUJT AYUJ T6NMAAY NAM€ / (Ch. 140.20) N20H NAM€ / (III 39.26) NCUJTR NAMC MflNOYT€ — note the position 


114 Consider {Or. 159-160) AYUI €OY€i NAM€ T€ “ she really is one " (i.e. an adulteress), varying with AYUJ NAH€ €OY€i T€. Both 
are clear cases of the modifier AYttl, translatable here as “ and what is more ”, “ and moreover ” (§1.3.10). 
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of NAM6 / (Ch. 93.19ff.) N€H^B€€P MAM€ 2Mfl€xc — note placement. Examples of 4 noun - NAM6 - relative ’ 
are often ambiguous, but occasionally adnominal beyond doubt, with the relative adding further cha¬ 
racterization: (Ch. 9.30f.) TCHH6 HAM€ €T<SOAdX / (ibid. 191.28ff.) nP€MP-MOB€ NAM€ 6TP00YT, riACCBHC 
nam€ mtay€IA-tootoy ncuim (contrast with the ambiguous Or. 160.34flf. naoht nam€ €TP-*puj 2 HnoeiK). 
Very occasionally, the second-position placement in ihe group is motivated, HAM€ modifying the whole 
complex: (IV 115.15) nai NAM€ ntciminc. Note A2€ NAM€ 44 yes, indeed ”: (A 2 106) 2UIC A26 NAM6 APHY 
HTOH 44 yes, indeed, perhaps even... ” / (ibid. 308) KAN A26 NAM€ €Y«JAN-. 

1.3.5.2 2NOYM6 is rather less common 115 : 

1.3.5.2.1 Postadjunctive , adverbai: (Ryl . 67 TH9) OYNPUIM6 €P€T€KM€ N2HTOY 2NOYM6 / (A 2 109) 
N€TPO€IC 6PUTTN 2NOYM6 / (IV 3.26) C6+-600Y NAY 2NOYM6 / (Ch. 26.501T.) n€COYUK9 €TCM€ MMOOY N2HTH 
2NOYM€ / (/// 108.13f.) €N€NTANP-n€KOYlU^ 2NOYM6 / (/// 28.6) 6YPANAM MflNOYT€ 2NOYM6. Additional 
exx.: Ch. 21.6ff., 112.21 ff. t III 185.!2f., IV 108.12f., A 2 416, 472, etc. More unusually, we find the ex¬ 
pression postadjunctively modifying a Nominal Sentence: (III 171.9f.) 2€NniCTOC AN N€ OYT€ 26NP6M+- 
CBtu AN N€ 2NOYMC. In (A I 250) AYAU1K 6BOA 2NOYH€ aantuiah we may have 2NOYH€ modifying a mod¬ 
ifier: “truly without”, and its placement secondary (conditioned). 

1.3.5.2.2 Initially, as a premodifier, 2NOYM6 is extremely rare, if to be found at all. The one possible 
instance I have noted (III 120.24f., 27fF.) is a nice case of the focalized modifier, preceding a complex 
topic made up of its own topic (theme) + comment (rheme) — see Ch. 2: N6TXUJ MMOC A6-NTAYXOOY 
THPOY €PON, €B0A A€~2NOYM€ NTAYAOOY €TB€N€TMHAY. 

1.3.5.2.3 The lower incidence of 2NOYH€ compared with NAM€ is especially striking in the ad¬ 
nominal status, in which relatively few examples have come to light (almost all from Ch.): (Ch. 53.54f., 
70.38f.) XP6ICTIANOC (NIM) 2NOYM6 / (ibid. 25.27f.) flAnCXC 2NOYM6 / (ibid. 79.40f.) N«JHP€ MnNOYT€ 2NOYM6 
/ (Wess. 9 147c 1 ff.) HC04K)C AYUJ MniCTOC 2NOYM6 — all in commendatory collocations. 

1.3.6 €N€2 “ever” is synchronically 116 unanalyzable, sharing the syntactic privileges of a noun: 

1.3.6.1 Adverbally-postadjunctively (compatible with the perfect and future, less usually aorist 
— “the two faces of eternity”) it rarely occurs marked by N (A 1 295) MH A66AAAY MriPOWTHC 
TUiOYN N€N€2 2MniHA, but usually without any marking for modifier status (§1.3.2.): (Ch. 32.36ff.) MfflCA” 
26PATK 2MM6 6N62, MriCTAIO ON »UJn€ NAK €N€2 / (Gol. Jelanskaja 1 b) MH 9 AP€nNOYT6 9MUI1C MNflONHPOC N“ 
PUJM€ €N€2 H OYNrfOM €N€2 NOYPUJM6 NOYUIT MnONHPOC 6XI-OYNO* MMHH«J€ NrfONC / (P 130 s 17 PZ) MH KNA«J- 
AOOC PUJ6N62 X€~ / (P 130 2 24 4>NA-€) AP€A€P€~2HBC A€ ON 6N62... AP€TCAB€’PUJM€ A€ ON €N€2 6n20H... 
/ (P 130 4 105 PK€) NTAF1PH MNR002 6\U NA“I N2O0Y 6N62 NOY6SN6I €2PAI / (Wess. 9 120b 3ff.) Mf1€nCATANAC 
BUJK 620YN 6PUIM6 €N€2 / (III 153.1 Of.) MflKNAY 6POH €N€2 / (IV 17.11 f.) NC€NAAI-»m€ AN €N€2. As in Other 
languages (notably old and modern Indo-European ones), 6N62, which frequently features in interrogative 
sentences predicating nim “who?”, fluctuates here between the post-verbal and post-pronominal (or 
adpronominal: HIM 6N62 44 whoever? ”) placements. From (^ 2 518) ntanim €IM€ 6N62 NN€lPOMn€ THPOY... 
A€- / (ibid. 153) NTANIM NPUIM6 P-AIKAIOC €N€2, through (A 2 463) NTANCUTTM 2ITNNIM €N€2 A€“ / (A I 77) 
NTAIAOOC 6NIM 6N62 A€“, to (A 2 151) NTANIM 6N62... C2AI / (A 2 18) NTANIM NSJUJC 6N62 KAN6C00Y 2Mfl02€ 
/ (RE 10 162a 5) NIM 6N62 n€NTAH6IP€ NAK NtfOPfl... / (Young If) NIM 66 2UIUIH 6N62 fl€TN AlBTPn~ AAA Y... 


116 Postadjunctive, adverbai 2 NOYMNTM€ is a near-synonym (/// 158.28, Ench. 80b). 
1W See Cerny 1976:36. 
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13.6.2 Initially , wc find only &INCN62, premodifying the negative perfect (A 2 241, 341, 7//216) 117 . 


13.7 €fl -marked modifiers are mostly analyzable as € + defi article + noun , yet with a remarkably 
high degree of semasiological fusion: 

13.7.1 €n2A€ “finally'’, initial (premodifier) only, usually en2A6 A€ — (contextually marked): 
(.III 103.20) ...€n2A€ A€ AYHOOYTOY / (A 1 260) (on children’s playful constructions) ...€ri2A€ A€ sjayta- 
KOOY THPOY / (IV 8.12) €fl2A€ A€ AY2ITOOTOY €nPPO MnTHPH. Also A 2 166, P 131 4 151 M. 

13.7.2 €riTHPH is the native equivalent (showing also formal similarity) of 20AUJC (§1.3.11.1.1): 

13.7.2.1 Postadjunctively, adverbally (enTHPH is only postadjunctive): “at all”, “in any way”: 
(IV 70.23) NM6YKAAY CflTHPH €TP€Y€IP€ 2INAI 2PAI N2HTN / (ibid. 72.15) NN€PUIM€ 2PAI N2HTN UJ“# 2IUI0Y 
6FTTHPH / (Ch . 187-8) N€rPAOH NA+-2HY HMON AN €riTHPH / (III I32.3f.) ...€TMTP€YBUJK €20YN €POH €n- 
THPH (scil. 6F1KA2 €NTAM€PHT HHOH NAY) / (P 130 5 36 vo) flKAKC AHANAXUIPCI NAH €BOA CflTHPH. In two 
instances, we may have rrrHPH for €riTHPH (zeroing €-?: A 2 310, 311, uncollated). 

13.7.2.2 Adnominally: “ What(so)ever ”, expanding only AAAY, usually 6€AAAY — note the place¬ 
ment: (A 2 313-314) <S€AAAY N2NO 6F1THPH NT6NCUJMA... 6 £AAAY NPUJM€ CflTHPH NXP6ICTIANOC / (ibid. 
258-9) AAAY MM€AOC CflTHPM / (IV SQ 1 X\ AAAY NPAN NT€I2€ €RTHPH / (P 130 1 15 ro) AAAY NPUJM€ 20AUIC... 
AAAY NNKA eriTriPH... AAAY N200Y €flTHPH. Also III 90.1, IV 58.14f., 112.1f., A 2 316. 

1.3.73.1 cnxiNAH “ in vain, uselessly, with no effect, for no reason, without provocation ” 118 . 
Postadjunctive, adverbal : (III 124.12) ...ayui ANOK NTA»UJn€ €IM0CT€ Mn€T2lTOYUll cnxiNAH (sim. ibid. 
131.4, 139.15,27) / (ibid. 123.8) NA«J 6£ N2€ €INAXI~NAI 6TMMAY H60HC H NTA6HK00Y €flXINAH / (Ch. 96.5ff.) 
...6COPM6C €nAINAH / (P 131 6 30 PM€) N2IC€ €T«JOOn €f1AINAH... n€TTAIO MHOH AN CnAINAH. Also III 30.221., 
123.8, IV 81.1 If., 94.15f., 106.12, 116.22f., P 131 5 19 ro, 130 1 139 THS (t-TUJN enxiNAH “ without provo¬ 
cation ”). cnxiNAH is often focalized by a Second Tense: (A 1 446) €P€TlOY2lC€ MNnuJOY »oon enxiNAH 
I (A 2 415) NTAI«!in-2IC€ CnXINXH AYUJ NTAIKA-2THI GnAINAH AYUJ NTAIHI 62PAI 2AT6IA9H HH0K2C €ri“ 
AIN AH / (fieri. 1613 1 K6) EPEnEnPO*HTHC aAAE CtlAINAH. Adnominally, EnAlNAH is less usual: (IV 94. 
15f.) zenzice EnAlNAH / (A 1 298) zenanahi CflAlNAH. Premodifier: EnAlNAH (AN) AH- A 2 131, Ch. 139. 
19f., Ill 55.14f. For predicative EnAlNAH see §1.2.1.2. 

1.3.7.3.2 nainah “ without remuneration, gratis ”, (rarely) “ for no reason ” is mostly opposed 
to EnAlNAH: (Ch. 92.25ff.) NETEPENPUJME P-2UJB NAY NAINAH, sim. (P-2IUB) Berl. 1611 5 AS, P 130 3 113 VO 
/ (P 131 7 25 ro) HA2€PATH NdinCAEIN ZIPMnPO EHSINE NCA+NAZPE NAINAH / (IV 160.17f.) NAINAH VS. 2A“ 
nCYBEKE / (HI 83.7f.) NAINAH opposed to 2A2ENKOYI NTIMH. Rarely, NAINAH (neutral? consider Ch. 
106.62ff.) seems synonymous with EDAINAH (A l 276) NPEMdN-APEiKE EnNOYTE nainah. Both are appar¬ 
ently disjoined in (Ench. 89b) n©e en[tanaac] nainah [anon] zuiujn h [EnAiN]AH. 

1.3.7.4 EnEZOYO “ too much, in excess ”, postadjunctive: (P 130 4 131 vo) EPtBANn£T2EP-£PurrE 
EH-NEKIBE EnEZOYO... / (III 133.20) MMOCTE HMON EnEZOYO / (IV 155.8) NMHHUNE AN EnEZOYO / ( Wess. 9 140c 


1,7 WA€N€2 occurs adnominally (§1.1.1), in this status, also marked by N- (§1.1.1.1). 

111 Cf. Gk. elxVj; Cherix 1979:100, Dictionary 747b (Crum does not indicate a difference between 01 XINAH and nainah, 
except for the preponderance of Supexv as the equivalent of the latter). For the predicative 01XINXH (ft€) see §1.2.1.2. 
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9ff.) ...nAHN &6KAC NN6NKAPIUN €n€20Y0. Adnominally, wc find (///200.22f.) mmainobc €n€20Y0 and per¬ 
haps (130 s 40 Mr) 26NXPICTIAMOC 2UJOY N€ €n€20Y0 — unless the last example is adclausal. 

1.3.7.5 For enMA, see §7.4. 

1.3.7.6 €n + infinitive: €nujM2 (/// 218.5ff.), €nOYUJM2 €BOA (Ch. 114.53f.) €n€S€n-(sic)2€N*YXH 
€POH ( Wess. 9 117a 24flf.). Whether or not this is a free procedure — an open-ended (productive) para¬ 
digm — remains to be established by more evidence 119 . 

13.8 2iOYCOn “(all) together” reveals a remarkable distribution: 

■ 

1.3.8.1 Final, modifying a coordination: ‘ X AYUl/MN -Y 2lOYCOn {IV 108.5f.) mtooy zuioy CYMMAY 
MN NEYEPHY ZIOYCOH / {III 13.13) (TEKtfINCZAl) tfAriAEBIHN AYUI NENEBIHN 2I0YC0H / {ibid. 63.9f.) 2ENTUJ2 
ENAS UK) Y EHATE MN 2ENPOOYE 2IOYCOn MNZENKENTH6 EY09 / (P 131 4 157 Vo) 2ENSAA6 EPENETA.UI MMOOY 
MNNErniCTEYE NAY NAZE E2PAI E2EN2IEIT NKAKE ZlOYCOn. 


1.3.8.2 Ad( pro)nominal (in fact augential — see Ch. 6, esp. §6.1), modifying a (usually plural) pro¬ 
noun, often with (and following) THP-: {P 131 4 87 PAA) AYUiai EBOA ZlOYCOn / (IV 191.7f.) EYtsoon THPOY 
ZlOYCOn ZNTMNTEPO MneXC / (A 2 299) EPECOOYZ EZOYN ZlOYCOn (addressed to the congregation), adverbal? 
Cf. (CUIOY2 EZOYN) IV 158.16, A 2 298 / (A 2 292) ...ETPEriNOYTE XOOC NAY ZlOYCOn / (IV 89.2f.) ...NCE+ M~ 
MOOY NAY ZlOYCOn / (P 131* 23 [00]) ANON THPN ZlOYCOn MAPENC£nC~nNOYT€ / (P 130 s 37 vo) OYON NIM 
ZlOYCOn NTAYTANZOYTOY. Also IV 67.8, A / 68, P 131* 86 PA. 


1.3.9 TUINE, (rarely) TUINOY “very (much)”, “greatly" is always postadjunctively adverbal, 
and expands only the present tense: (A I 58) TNSAAT TUINE NTAKOH, TEAYnEI TUINE / (ibid. 68) TETMAIHY 
TUINE / (A 2 319) +P-*»nHPE MMUTTN TUINE / (III 25.6) TN “in-ZMOT TUINE / (ibid. 117.17) TETNMOKMEK MMUTTN 
TUINOY / (IV 193.9) AK+-EOOY MnNOYTE TUINE ZMnEKCUIMA. 


1.3.10 


ayui “ also ”, “ too ”, “ moreover ”, “ and indeed ”, “ furthermore ” (cf. adeo) — a focus¬ 


ing additive conjunct. This I believe is its true nature, even as a coordinator, which is misrepresented 
when we take it “simply” as a coordinative conjunction 12 °. The modifier status of ayui is made conspic¬ 
uous by the grammatical asymetry of its flanking constructions (especially — a typical figure — basic 
tense + ayui + circumstantial, mostly Nom. Sentence and perfect) 121 : this is a significant normal phe¬ 
nomenon rather than a violation of coordination restrictions — indeed, this is not conjunctional coordi¬ 
nation in its usual accepted sense 122 : (A 1 171) +NAAPXEI 6£ NXE-nETSOon ayui entoh on nETaoon / 
(Ch. 79.5UT.) NAS NZE flEYOYUlS AN n£ nOYUlS NNAAIMUIN, AYUI EnOYUlS NNAAIMUIN n£ nEYOYUlS / (IV 24.2f.) 
AYP-nAIABOAOC NBAAE, AYUI EOYBAAE PUI nE / (ibid. 75.20ff.) ...TnOPNIA MNI1XI0YE MNI160A MNZUIB NIM EM" 
200Y... AYUI ENAI NETHNAEI EZOYN ETBHHTOY N6inAAA€ (II! 125.7f.) ZENBAAE NE EYCOPM... AYUI EZENT04E 


119 Cf. the grammaticalized Bohairic €TUttN(T€)- (Stern §§470-2, Mallon-Malinine §§271, 273). in Sahidic, we may 
Have a caique of the Greek et^/7rp6^ -f infinitive ( Blass-Debrunner §402.2.5). 

1,0 Shisha-Halevy 1972:l83f., 1975:474, 1976a:33; cf. Layton 1979:174(11). 

ltl Cf. §7.1.2.2 for the conjunctive as another “ pseudo-coordinative *' verb form. Cf. in Bohairic Acta Martyrum (CSCO) 
U 205.12, 268.2, and compare the Late Egyptian fir (esp. hr jw-, with no circumstantial preceding: see Wentc, Late Ramesside 
Letters , 1967, 58 n. b: Chronique d'£gypte 44:272f.; Satzincer 1 976:23 If.). Compare Jacobsson 1977:49f., for English and . 

m See Due I972:25ff.; Greenbaum 1969:52ff.; Pinkster 1972:11 Iff., 116ff. Note that AYUI does enter Tesniere’s broad 
jonctif" category (Baum 1976:89ff.). Other instructive constructions are ayui mn- ( Wess. 9 I74d 7f., 175a 23: Dictionary 170 — 
yf. the Boh. aaaa N€M). pre-apodotic ayui: #nt€P€H-, ayui — # {lit 110.1 9f.) — see Layton 1979:173. For comparable Greek 
adverbial '* functions see Goodwyn §859f., KOhner-Gerth II 253ff., Mayser 2/1 343f., 2/3 143ff., Blass-Debrunner §422.2, 
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N€ €Mn€nH0YT€ TOdOY / (RE 10 162a 13ff.) ...AKTOOBOY NAY THPOY AYUJ €AKTP€YKAHPONOM€l MriUJNZ «JA€N€2 
/ (P 130 1 137 TAH) N6NCNHY 2UJOY N€ AYUI 6n€N€IUJT THPN n€ F1N0YT6 / (Berl. 1613 6 Vo) NKOYI €TH€IP€ MHOOY 
Hymn MMOOY €POM 2NT6HHNTXPHCTOC AYUI 626NKOYI N6NTANAAY €TB€TMNT6UJB MFICNCUIHA. / (A 2 177) 
AH€I €BOA 2NT6NTAMnAACCC MMOC 2N0H AYUJ €AM+-K€20Y€TAI0 NTnAPO€NOC CTOYAAB HAPIA / (ibid. 265) 
KAUJMC AYUJ €AK+ NTCKdOM THPC €2PAI €nn€600Y / (B.L.Or. 3581 A 131CNB-f) AT€TNKAHPONOM€l MMOM 
zmdtbbo... AYUJ NTOM 2UJUJH 6AMKAHPONOM6I mmujtn... Also A 2 26, 299, Or. 159-160 (note 114). This 
is a characteristic (and diagnostically useful) construction. Even more distinctive is AYUJ exonc “ and 
hardly, and barely ” m . Compare the remarkably similar role of nAAlN and MAAICTA before the circum¬ 
stantial (see below). 


1,3.11 The question of Greek lOan-modifiers is naturally tied up with that of the status of non- 
Egyptian words in Coptic generally, and, more specifically, with the nature and degree of their assimilation 
into the Coptic grammatical system — one aspect of the typological issue of the Greek-induced element 
on Coptic grammar. This difficult subject is outside the scope of the present study m . My view, how¬ 
ever, is that we are here up against a gradient, not dichotomic (“ loan-words ” vs. “ foreign words ”) 
phenomenon of assimilation. The assimilation scale can be established in terms of productivity, of inte¬ 
gration in the Coptic semasiological system, and (sometimes) in terms of phonological structure and prop¬ 
erties — all three criteria presupposing in-depth monographic investigation, in addition to the procedure 
in vogue, viz. the collection of Greek-origin items. 

1,3,11.1 -UJC -characterized modifiers are but partly analyzable (see above, §1.3.0.1) and their listing 
is apparently limited (or at best half-open-ended, meaning that more and more members may turn up, 
yet without a substantiatable claim to free productivity in Coptic). Although this phonemic configuration 
is certainly indicative (or rather co-indicative) of modifier status, their transparency and analyzability 
are not absolute. The most common instances are discussed in the following paragraphs: 


1.3.11.1.1 20AUJC (20AOC, 2UJAUJC) “at all”, “wholly” (similar in function and distribution to 
enTHPH, §1.3.7.2) occurs 

(a) Adverbally, postadjunctively — note the significant variation in spelling (exclusive to this po¬ 
sition!): Usually we find here a negatived or negative-implication verb (“at all”): (A 2 548) MnoYP- 
N0B€ 2UJAUJC / (IV 69.19f.) NNEY+-2NAAY NAY 20AUJC NT6I26 / (ibid. 99.20f.) NTN«Jin€ AN 20AUJC / (ibid. 93.6) 
NC6MOK2 AN 20AUJC €NO€l’MMOOY / (P 130 4 156 TS€) N+P-20T6 AN 20AUIC / (A 1 105-6) N€I«JUJN€ €+OYA“JOY 
AN... €TP€Y«jujn€ 20AUJC 2MnACUJMA / (///43.5f.). (It is blasphemy to say:) oynpujmc moy 20AUJC eamhcn- 
TAHnAACCE MHOOY. More exx.: Ill 38.16, 135.25ff., IV 62.25f., 94.1, 124.9, 200.2,25, Ch. 44.35ff., A 1 
47, 97, etc. Less frequently, we see 20AUJC modifying an affirmative verb, with the meaning “ completely, 
wholly, totally, altogether ”: (A 1 251) C€CH2 20AUJC puj (-puj 20AUJC in P 130 1 138 tm, 131 4 89 pas) / (IV 
124.7f.) N6TNANKOTK €Y2HN €20YN 20AUIC. In this position, 20AUJC (in contradistinction to €nTHPH) may 
be intensified by reiteration: §1.1.2.4.3. 


(b) 20A0JC (20AOC) PUJ- “ actually ”, “ on the whole ”, is a (relatively rare) premodifier: (K 928) 
20AUJC PUJ NA4J€NPUIM€ €TO NAH NAH€ / (P 131 4 142 K) 20AOC PUJ €«JA€“K«IAAT NK62UJB AHOYA2M €POH / (III 
36.15) 20AUJC PUJ NHNA«JTAAtf€-nUJM AN — also A 1 47. 


113 Shisha-Halevy I976a:33, §1.3.11.6 below and §7.3.1. 

1U See Weiss 1968, and (for statement of the problem, with suggestions towards its solution and relevant literature) 
Mink 1978:95ff. See now also Vergote in Young (ed.) 1981: 339fF.; Anba Gregorius 1981 is the most recent study in a series unfor¬ 
tunately wanting in theoretical considerations: p. 205ff. on “adverbs". 
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(c) Adnominally, 20AUJC, 20A0C modifies postadjunctively the indefinites AAAY, pujme, KEOYA in the 
sense of “ what(so)ever ” : (A 1 14) <seaaay nznay 20AU1C, sim. IV 87.19f., Ill 92.9, K 921 / 6EAAAY NPU1MC 
20 AUIC (IV 44.24, 45.4, 87.8f., 206.18, 81.5, etc.) / (P 130 1 15 ro) AAAY NPUIME 20AUIC... AAAY NNKA EnTHPH 
/ (IV 107.29) TEHCUJNE H TEHMAAY H KEOYEI 20AUJC. 

1.3.11.1.2 AAH0U1C “truly” (cf. NAME, 2HOYME, §1.3.5) occurs 

(a) Postadjunctively, adverbally (“truly”, “really”): (A 2 464), parenthetically, KAN £»X£-+ME2 
<J€ NSWIE TENOY ETBETAAMEAEI A“+M£2 TAP AAHOUIC - ... / (A 2 174, Ryl. 67 THO) ANSUiriE AAHOUIC NOE NNIA~ 

kaoaptoc, also IV 25.8. 

(b) In a Nominal Sentence (§1.1.2.3) it is adnominal/adclausal (status neutralized), with a variation 
AAH0UIC/AAH0OC: (A 2 402) 0Y20TE TAP AAHOUIC fl£ NAY... / (RE 10 162b 16) 2ENEBIHN AAHOOC NE / (III 
115.26ff.) OYTAAAIflUIPOC AAHOOC nc... OYNAKAPIOC ON AAHOUIC N20Y0 nE... Also Ch. I95.3ff., A 2 395, 

Cat. 43.28. 

(c) Initially — always -UlC — the premodifier AAHOUIC means “indeed”, “really”: (A 2 191) AAH- 
0UIC KO MMNTPE EPOK MAYAAK / (ibid. 473) KAI TAP AAHOUIC 0Y20TE nE AOOC / (IV 25.2f.) AAHOUIC OYSHftE 
AYU1 OYAfllO N20Y0 HE / (III 107.6) AAHOUIC NNA2PAI 2UIC EWXE-, see §1.2.1.3.3 / (P 130 s 71 OA) AAHOUIC 
CENAXNOYN 2A2UIB HIM EOOOY. Also III 114.21, 161.29f., 212.17. IVesS. 9 145b 29ff. MAAAON AE AAHOUIC 
XE- (Ch. 129.21 ff.) with the varia lectio MAAAON AC AAHOUIC (III 35.2) could also be interpreted as AAH¬ 
OUIC expanding maaaon (§1.3.11.2.5). 

(d) Adnominally, AAH0UIC/AAH60C is rather rare compared with name: (A 2 18) nco<5 AAHOUIC / (RE 
10 164a 4) 2EN6UIBE AAHOOC / (Cat. 42.29) nCtSBHP 2UIUIH AAHOUIC NNEF1POOHTHC 


1.3.11.1.3 kaauic "well”, “rightly”, "beneficially ” 1 * 5 and kakuic “badly”, 

with evil intent ”, “ ill ” occur 


‘ 4 harmfully. 


(a) Postadjunctively — very often clause-finally, thus probably adclausal rather than adverbal: (III 
80.17) +0 2UIUIT N2M2AA NAY KAAUIC, sim. ibid. 111,23f. / (ibid. 220.23) NENTAYXUIK EBOA NTEYAIAKONIA 
KAAUIC, sim. (XUIK EBOA KAAUIC) IV 4.5 / (P 130 4 139 ro) EAYKUITM <SE KAAUIC EMATE / (IV 157.2f.) NOI NN£- 
rPA*H KAAUIC / (A 2 498) nCNTAnnCTOYAAB XOOH kaauic, anosm kakuic / (ibid. 333) HCUITM KAKUIC n<si- 
nMAAXE AYUI HNAY KAKUIC NdinBAA / (IV 95.10) NNEPUIME CEK-TEM20ITE E2PAI KAKUIC, with many more exx., 

e.g. Ill 93.2, 110.1, 119.10f., 153.8, 217.13f„ IV 73.22, 118.27, 162.21, A I 302 etc. 


(b) Less usually, kaauic occurs initially as a premodifier (with the perfect): (///222.3) KAAUIC AnEY- 
AfTEAlON TCABON / (IV 8.4) KAAUJC AHXOOC / (Ch. 104.37f.) KAAUIC AKAE-flAI / (P 130 s 109 ro) KAAUIC 
oyn AT€rPA$H ^AA€ — more often, both KAAUJC and KAKUJC tend to predicative status 126 : either focalized 
by a Second Tense/circumstantial topicalization form (§2.6.1): (A 2 338) €TB€-flA! KAAUIC €YAUl MMOC 
/ (P 130 4 122 AB) KAAUIC AYUI AIKAIUIC CYUltf.., in the # modifier -0 # predication pattern (§1.3.1 3.3) 
or before a conditional topicalization form: {III 222.4f.) KAAUIC N20Y0 €N»ANCA2UJN €BOA NN6NNOB6. 

(c) Adnominally , we find KAAUIC modifying only a verb-nominalization: {A 2 547) T€Y*IN€I 9AP00Y 

kaauic aiTNNArrcAOC. 


124 Sec Abel !876-7:549ff. for a conceptual study of xaXco; (cf. Blass-Debrunner §102.3). 
m Cf. Paul I920:§200. 
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1.3.11.1.4 20MUIC 44 nevertheless ”, “ at all events ”, “ however that may be, for all that, even so ” 
(licet, quoadminus) 127 and 20M0IUIC (often spelled 20M(A)I0/UIC) 44 likewise, similarly ”, are to an extent 
functionally conflated in our corpus, with 20H0IUIC encroaching on the semasiological range of 20MUJC m . 

(a) Questionably, postadjunctively-adverbally : 20H0IUIC only (not 20HUIC): (/// 99.14) A[MM]OYT€ 
€P[OOY] 20M0IUIC / (A 2 262) €YNA€IP€ NAM 20MAI0C KATAnCMMmilA / (ibid, 378-9) ...€TP€nAniCTOC P-PMMAO 
AYUJ nniCTOC aoMonuc, h A€n€YC€BHC ?- 6 ? UJ2 ayuj nAC€BHC on 20M0IUIC — in all cases I would prefer an ad - 
(pro)nominal interpretation (“ to him too ”, 44 the believer likewise ”...) — compare the adnominal pre¬ 
modifier 129 in (/// 220.21) N«JOPn M€N N€niCKOnOC, 20M0IUIC MnP€CBYT€POC. 

(b) Initially we find both as additive or concessive conjuncts: 20HUIC “nevertheless”: (A I 382) 
20MUIC C€0 NATNA2T6 6POM NdlN2€AAHN / (III 13.9) 20MUJC N+<SN-€INAXOOC AH X60Y / ( Ch . 125.10ff.) 20MUIC 
€lNA»€T-miJAX€ €BOA / (ibid. 128.33ff.) (even though 1 do not wish to say it) 20HUIC €TB€TU>+€A€IA NNCT- 
CUITH +NAXOOM, sim. ibid . 57.51 ff., 80.15ff.. 20M0IUJC “nevertheless”: (IV 195.8f.) (Even if there are 
people who are pained to hear that 44 the Kingdom of God is not eating and drinking ”) 2UIHA10C riNOYTC 
FINTAMCMN” (sic) nOYUlH HNnCUl AAAA CYMNTATCCI AN,... / (A 2 464) KAN €UX€-+M€2 66 N«lin€... 20H1UIC 
TANArKH €POI T€ 6TPAX00C. 20M0IUJC “likewise”: (III 66.l2f.) 20MIUJC A€ ON TAIAGHKH NBPP6 €Ct 
AN OYB€ N€i4JAX€ (v.l. 20HAI0C); also ibid. 3I.23f., 67.2. In titles, superscriptions (with date or theme 
of the homily; not part of the corpus): III 102.9, IV 11.If. (20MAI0C/0H0IUIC). 


1.3.11.1.5 
“ eventually ”, 


riANTUic (nANTOC a common spelling), “ 
“ as a matter of course ”, “ naturally ”, 


no doubt ”, 44 necessarily ”, 
“ assuredly ”, “ possibly ”, “ 


44 without fail 
perhaps ”. 



(a) Clause-finally , as adclausal postadjunctive modifier, usually with an apodotic future tense (the 
protases being €M«jan-, €“JX€- or the protasis-equivalent ner(NA)-, n€NTA - ): (A 2 535) €P">ANnCT2P“ 
€PUIT€ €M“N€KIB€ €n€20Y0, nCCNOM NA€I €BOA RANTUJC / (ibid. 360) 0SIX€“nPUIM€ OYUI9 AN €KAAY NCUIM 
€2NAM, MNAKAAY fUNTlUC C2NAM AN / (ibid. 165) €«IX€-nOYUI2€ NAN€A~TABUI AN CnMOOY 6TB6NTBT 6T200Y, 
MNA+OCC nANTOC NN6TNANOYOY / (ibid. 249-250) n€TNAM€P€-nXO€IC AN... HNA6I nANTUIC €TOOTM MHCXmO 
HHUH06H66 / (III 213.19) N€TAYn€l TAP KATAflNOYTC, nNOYTC NAMI“T€YAYnH nANTUIC / (ibid. 214.10f.) 
N€T€IP€ NNAI, CCNAMOYTC 6POOY 2UJOY nANTUIC X6 Nr€N€A NTAIKAIOCYNH / (Ch. 182.15ff.) T6T6NCOYUIN2 
NAM 6BOA AN, C6NATAAC nay nANTUIC. More exx.: III 24.14, IV 3.17f., Ch. 134.48ff., I61.28ff. 9 A 2 14, 
165 etc. Rarely, adclausal nANTUIC is found outside this configuration (“ no doubt ”): (IV 6.23f.) 2Anc 
nANTUIC €TP€YXI-60A / (A 2 455) (explication of 44 6MXHK 6BOA ”) n€TXHK €BOA nANTUIC n€ nAI 8T€P€“ 
n»AX€ NTC+YCIC NAXUIK €BOA 62PAI €XUIM. 


(b) Initially, nANTUIC occurs before the present (or present-equivalent) tense, less usually before the 
perfect, with the sense 44 no doubt ”, 44 as is well known ”, but also with nuances of 44 possibly ”, even 
44 perhaps ” 130 : (Ch. 55.Iff.) hantuic n€K2TO 6M-60H nAPA2A2 / (ibid. 59.3Iff.) nANTUIC n«ii NTnc n€ man 
wnKAZ / (III 196.16) nANTuic pui MnCNNOCi Mn«iAX€ — also IV 2.6, Ch. 56.29ff., 120. 21ff., A 2 454. 

(c) The imported (unanalyzable?) OY nANTuic 131 44 not indeed”, “certainly not”, in a rhetorical 
question: (IV 2.20ff.) €TB€ OY... OY nANTUIC €TB€... / (ibid. 10.4ff.) 2ITN0Y 6YXUI MMOC X€-... OY nANTUIC 
20€IN€ X€-... 2CNKOOY6 X€“... 


187 Blass-Debrunner §450.2. 

lt8 As early as classical Greek: cf. Kuhner-Gerth 11 280. 4; Schwyzer II 554, 582f. 
lt§ See Mayser 2/2:184, 170 on the placement of adnominal 6[xoui>^. 

180 Cf. Lee, Mus 83:137f. (1970). 

181 Blass-Debrunner §433.2. 
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1.3.11.1.6 ONTUJC, ONTOC “ indeed ”, “ in fact, actually ”, “ truly ” occurs only in initial position, 
and often (typically) introduces an apodotic present or future after ESIXE-/Emsjan- protases, as a kind of 
superordinator (“ then indeed... ”): (/// 37.2, parall. Ch. 132-3) £*!JX£-TN£nieYM£l €TBBO, ontuic moyujs 

NZOYO ETBBON / (III 25.24f.) £«IX£-T£TNCOOYN MriNOYTE H TETNHfl EIC ONTUJC TETNMftSA MnCAZOY... / (Ch. 
26.40ff.) EISIANXOOC X£ - NTAYCNT-TEBAEAAH X£-£YNATNTUINr €POC ONTUIC KOYUTTB MMOC €BOA AYUJ KP-20Y0 
6POC / (ibid. l00.52fF.) NTUTTN A€ €T€TN“fANTHP-2UlB 2NNAI THPOY ETP-20Y0 NHTN, ONTUIC TETNAP-2THTN, 
ONTUIC T€TNAAYn€l / (ibid. 79.19ff.) EUJXEnACEBHC n£T+-<SOM MI1AAIMUIN E2PAI EXUIH, ONTUIC OYMAKAPIOC 

nc n£YC€BHC. Also ///40.9f. (with the apod, preceding the protasis), 67.22, 22.20ff., IV 21.14, Ch. 116. 
53ff. (before the whole cond. complex). Elsewhere, too, ontuic occurs mostly before the present tense 
or Nominal Sentence: (III 75.16) ONTUJC OYAOHT 2UIUJH AYU) OY«9AHT£ n£ / (215.2f.) ONTUIC n+TACIHY Puj 
an NNA2PAI, also III 13.5, 114.27 (fut.), 212.9f., Ch. 169.22ff. It is unusual with the perfect: (IV 7.1 If.) 

flEXAY X£-... ONTUIC AYOYUIN2 €BOA NTEYMNTATNOYTE £OSH“l MNTOPTH... 


1.3.11.1.7 Varia: (a) (2AflA2) 2AflAUJC l3S , usually adnominally to PUiM£ nim, oyon nim, 2UIB him, 
(but also adclausally), typically recapitulating and summing up (as an “ attitudinal conjunct”) the idea 
or category underlying a preceding detailed list or account: (A 2 416) (following a list of useless items) 
...AYUI 2 A DAI ZAflAUJC 2UIB NIM €MNNOHP€ 2IUIUJH / (IV 54.6ff.) (following a list of toilsome tasks) 2ADA2 
ZAflAUIC 2UIB NIM ETOYNA2ICE N2HTOY riAPATEYdOM / (A I 16) (following a description of a dog's physical 
actions) ZAflAUIC MEAOC NIM NTAH 5HAKNAY €POH 2N0YN06 NAflEIAH, also A 2 260, P 131® 13 VO. With the 

meaning “ simply ”: (A 2 228) ncAEiN esiahbujk an cpath noyon nim ZAnAtuc £P-nA2P€ epooy (hardly 
even to wealthy patients) — note NTCI2€ ZAriAUIC “ simply thus ” (§1.1.2.4, IV 196.3, Ch. 162.5, A 1 204). 

(b) aikaiujc, AIKAIOC, before the First Perfect: (IV 9.22f.) aikaiujc AHnurr cboa mmooy NdmccMOY 
/ (P I30 4 54 HA) AIKAIUIC AneepONOC N600Y M€CTU)OY, also III 109.13. Focalized by the Second Present/ 
circumstantial (§2.6.1): (III AIM.) AIKAIUIC €YMOCT€ NNAH CTOYUI2 6AN2NAAY NIM NAKA6APT0N / (P 130® 

122 ab) kaauic ayui AIKAIUIC €Y~. Postadjunctive (rare): ( Ryl. 69 Nr) hhaxooc nay aikaiujc *£-... 

(c) flNEYMATiKUlC (terminological), postadjunctive: (Ch. 208.25ff., Sh.?).... £H»M*S£ nah fiNEYMATlKUIC. 

(d) TEUIC “ so long ”, postadjunctive (A 2 254). 

(e) 2UICAYTUJC “just so”, premodifier (A l 258). 

1.3.11.2 -on-characterized modifiers may — at least as one possibility — be interpreted as 

position-marked nouns 133 . 


1.3.11.2.1.1 The attitudinal MONON “ but, yet ”, “ only ”, “ however ”, “ besides ”, “ at all events ” 
occurs initially, adclausally: (IV 110.19) MONON NNEPUJME ZPAl N2HTEN (sic) NOYOEISJ nim xooc... / (ibid. 
173.4) MONON NNEPUIME 0YUIM-2N0 NTEI2E..., also III 18.18f., IV 53.15f., 56.1 If., 60.23f., 66.12, P 131 7 
45 vo — all in a typical construction with a negative jussive form; in text- or paragraph-beginning: (III 
86.16) MONOH +TAYO NOYON NIM ETOYH2 ZEMItEI+ME (sic) ...i£-... / (ibid. 182.1) MONON nCCflEPMA NNENEIOTE 
NAtHUIflE SAENE2 NENE2..., also IV 114.16 / (IV 109.9f.) MONON NTOOY ETNAf-AOTOC 2A2UIB NIM “only they” 
/ (A 2 380-1) MONON OYNtfOM MMON EZUJTn EONOYTE EN20CON EMNArTEAOC.. NAHI4M-tfOM EflOPXN ETArAflH 
HrtNOYTE “ only so long as... ”. Premodifying a noun-equivalent: (IV 4.9f.) MONON N6TNAEIPE nnezbhye 
MftPAN CENASJUinE MMAKAPIOC MMAY, or a modifier: (IV 54.23f.) EYNAOYOMH NAY..., MONON EYCnOYAAZE 

an, so too (changing Leipoldt’s division and punctuation) ibid. 162.21. 


131 pREiSlGkk 1.155 ( - suppl. 27). 

133 It will be remembered here that the ex-adjectival morphs -OC/-ON have an allomorphic distribution in modifier status in 
Coptic: see §4. 
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1.3.11.2.1.2 OY MONON... AAAA..., “ not only... but (also/even)... ”, the well-known Greek con¬ 
figuration 1M , occurs in Shenoute in an interesting array of constructions. Generally speaking, OY MONON 
is followed (as in the Greek original) by a noun or noun-equivalent (nxi, n€T-, also A€- with noun/mod¬ 
ifier), but after AAAA the framework terms are looser, and quite a few possibilities present themselves: 

(1) * OY MONON (XE-) 134 noun, aaaa- noun ' may be the stereotype: (/// 47.24f.) tamio tap nim, OY 

MONON X€~NPUJM£, AAAA NKETBNOOY6 MNNE6HPI0N..., ibid. 68.18f. (OY MONON XE-NENTAY", AAAA 
•SA2PAI ON €-), IV 159.l3f. 

(2) OY MONON XE-, AAAA... (on) gives the impression of being actually superimposed on various textual 
segments: OY MONON XE- [protasis], AAAA [protasis + apodosis] (III 16.19ff.), [extraposition] OY MONON X£~, 
AAAA... ON (IV 15.1 Off.), OY MONON XE- [premodifier + verb syntagm], AAAA- verb syntagm (III 36.3ff. 
IV 156.12fT.), OY MONON X£- [adnominal circumstantial], AAAA- [adnominal circumstantial] ( III 76.11 f.), 
OY MONON X€- [infinitive], AAAA- [conjunctive] (IV 4.10ff.). Simpler cases: OY MONON XE-MEY-, AAAA 9AH- 
ON (III 31,8f.), OY MONON X£“AY-, AAAA AH~ (III 29.10ff.), OY MONON X6"NTN- AN, AAAA (£)NPnK£- (III 108. 
8f.), OY monon XE-9AY-, aaaa (ON) C€NA" (III 48.9), and so on (more exx.: Ill 90-1, 93.24f., 104.1ff., IV 
2 1,2ff., 30.19ff., 95.19ff„ Ch. 93.35ff„ etc.). 

(3) Mixed construction: OY MONON AE nAI X6-AIXN0YTN, AAAA AIP-ANA9 ON (III 139.1 Of.), OY 
MONON X6-A2A2 XI-CMOY... AAAA NETNA ON EPATH MnNOYTE (IV 22.18ff.), OY MONON XE~2AnEYB£KE, AAAA 
OYAE 136 ON NXINXH (IV 160.17f.). 

(4) OY MONON + verb syntagm, without XE-, is rare: (III 114-5) 1-NAXOOC XE-OY MONON NA*9E - 

NETP2UIB... AAAA NASIUIOY ON N<S|-NAPrOC. 

(5) “Solitary" OY MONON: (III 40-1) OY MONON XE-+O NXAXE EPOOY / (ibid. 115.2f.) OY MONON 
XENCEEIPE AN NNATEXPIA MtlCIUMA OYAE NATEWYXH. 

1.3.11.2.2 ♦anepon “manifestly” is postadjunctive: adnominal (verb nominalization): (Ench. 
78b) npemp-nobe ♦anepon; adnominal/adclausal: (A 2 485, P 130 4 125 az) zenatnoyte ♦anepon ne / (III 
208.17f.) NETO NAH TENOY nhei ♦anepon. Expanding a modifier: (A I 204) 2NN£YTonoc ♦ANEPON. 

1.3.11.2.3 CXEAON “almost”, premodifying NOE “almost like”: (Ch. 119.47ff.) ehtakhy embha 

EBOA CXEAON NOE NNI2AAOYC / (P 130 4 105 PXS) KAN EY9ANCBOK ...CXEAIUN (sic) NOE MflOYOEIN Mn002, 1C 
NAMA20Y NAH ON (i.e. the benefactor’s property). 

1.3.11.2.4 (?) AOinoN “well then”, “thus”, “consequently”, initial (attitudinal, dis/conjunct) 
premodifier: (P 131 5 43 P, not Sh.?) AOinON MNAAAY NHY 620YN »APON / (ibid. 63 vo) AOinON 9AYKOAA- 
zc..., also 131* 42 ro (Sh.?), 131 7 25 ro — no instance in texts of certain Shenoutean authorship. 

1.3.11.2.5 MAAAON, MAAICTA 

1.3.11.2.5.1 MAAAON (AC) “rather”, “even more, so much more”, “especially”, attitudinal 
dis-/conjunct. (a) MAAAON AE 137 + predication (III 24.21 f., 68.9f.); (b) MAAAON AE + modifier: (Ch. 
93.46ff.) ...MAAAON AC 2NNCWAAMOC / (III 77.19) ZMnCZOOY, MAAAON AC 2NTEYSH / (A 2 510-511) MAAAON 


m See Kuhner-Gerth I! 257, Mayser 2/3:118; cf. Daumas 1952:128f. 

135 A€“ before a noun, predication form or modifier, appears to be part of the * OY MONON *€- AAAA- * framework rather 
than sharing in the paradigm after OY MONON. 

1M KOhner-Gerth II 257. 

137 Mayser 2/3:127. 
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A6 €2€Nn0NHP0C N€ N€t€lP€ MMOOY ‘ ‘ especially since ”, also P 131 4 92 pmb ; (c) MAAAON A€ + noun (- equi¬ 
valent ) “ in particular " (III 222.9f., P 130 4 122 AB); MAAAON A€ 16- [neg. protasis + apodosis ] “ especially 
since”: (IV 19.19) MAAAON A€ A€-€N€OYPMPA» AN ne... N6HNA2U) AN n€ / (ibid. 99.21f.) MAAAON AC X€~ 
€K“IANTM+ nay... cicnap-boa an. In MAAAON ac aahouic AC- ( III 35.2, xe-less variant in Ch. 129.21 ff.), 
i€- may alternatively be understood as the formal marking of the inter-dependence of the clause and 
the premodifier AAHOUIC, the conjunct MAAAON or both: cf. maaicta AC- (below), (d) nocui/noco MAAAON 
“ how much more...? ” is a rhetorical question, in apodosi after CSAC-, usually with a Second Tense/cir¬ 
cumstantial topicalization form (§2.6.1; fiOCUl was originally — and is synchronically l *®? — focal): III 
97.24f., Ch. 74.54ff., 119.30ff., A 2 396 (+ First Future). Occasionally, nocui MAAAON occurs in the pre¬ 
dication-presupposing pattern (§1.2.3): (III 42.3f.) €9A€-nhob» an coya nnaaa, noco maaaon npujmc 
/ (Ch. 59.17ff.) eSA€-N€2BHYC <SC HNPUJMC S0011 NTCI2C, nOCUl MAAAON flNOYTC...; also III 29.23. 


1.3.11.2.5.2 MAAICTA (often similar in meaning to MAAAON) “ certainly 


77 




ft ft 


not to mention, let 


alone ”, “ so much more 


“even” 


“ most of all, above all ”, 44 on the contrary ” M0 , “ especially 


since, considering that... ”, “ what’s more 


* j 


(a) maaicta + predication form: (III 94.3f.) MAAICTA +NAAOOC AC- “ certainly ” / (P 130 5 39 ro) H 
MAAICTA AC AflMOY 61UP6 CPOH / (III 22.16) MAAICTA flOYCON nc KATACAPi “ even ” / (III 96.2) MAAICTA 
NCTnoPNCYC... nai namc nc NSOYHCT-ncYP-nMCCYC cboa “ on the contrary ” /(/K178.12) maaicta noYoeis 
nc AYUJ TCYNOY NTtuoYN ZAnziNHB “ so much more ”, etc.: more exx.: Ill 110.16, 183.24f.,203.2f.,/K86.1 f., 
153.10, Ch. 100.8ff., etc. 


(b) MAAICTA + modifier (“ even ”, “ especially ”): (IV 78.8) ...N2A2 Neon, MAAICTA MtlNAY CTNNA*yuiNC 
/ (ibid. 155.22) ...maaicta 2NNTO nn€T 2ITOYU)OY. Very frequently with a circumstantial (“especially 
since”, “ considering that.. ”, “actually”): (/// 87.10) MAAICTA CNNA CMAY / (RE 10 161a 31ff.) CNCOY- 
MCPOC N0YUTT... ncNTAKTAMlOH, NTK-OYMOI2C, MAAICTA CAKTAMie - fiTHPH “ how much more, considering 
that... " I (Wess. 18 128b Iff.) ...MAAICTA €P€TerPA*H P-MNTPC MNNCHBAAC / (Ch. 53.7ff.) ...MAAICTA €11- 
AOCIC nCTAUl MMOC / (BMCat. 80, No. 195) MAAICTA CNTK-OYOY 2UIUIH NNA2PMn<UINT NTOPTH.,.; also III 

96.12f., 124.5f., 142.23, 200.18F, IV 33.5f„ 100.8f. 


(c) maaicta + noun (“ even ”, “ especially ”, “ not to mention, let alone ”, “ namely ”): IV 1.8f., 
4.8, 30.16, 110.3f., 112.2, III 82.8f., 91.7f., 106.1 If., 112.1 — “ especially ”; III 36.16, 43.7f„ IV 161.19f., 
172.8f. — “ certainly not ”; III 74.16, 213.3f. — “ even ”; IV 100.18, Ch. 26.8ff„ P 130 4 139 ro — “ not 
to mention”; Ch. 67.21ff„ 71.39f., 78.51ff. — “namely”. 


(d) Most striking of all, MAAICTA A6-: (1) a distinctive, well-attested construction of consecutive 
“ prospective " subordination, maaicta AC AC- + Future III or MAAICTA AC- + Second Future: III 150.25f. 
( 4 ‘especially so as to... ”); 159.29f. (“certainly [not] so as to...”), also IV 115.13, 52.18; III 166.28f., 
17.19f. (“let alone that...”); Ill 181.17f. (“so much more/certainly that...”). 


(2) maaicta (A€) A€~ + conditional complex , “especially since”: (/// 51.2f.) MAAICTA A€-€T€TNSIANTM“ 
CA2UJTN CBOA... NA9 N2€ CTCTMAP-BOA... / (IV 42.Iff.) MAAICTA AC X€ €N€NTAYOB«IOY H CYRANOB«IOY... 

ncpctcimimc npujmc nauimc. Compare Ch . 65.22ff. (maaicta c»A€“... + apodosis , without *€-). 

(3) 44 Especially since (III 86.20) maaicta AC-niCAlPOC 20CC, perhaps also ibid . 103.13, unless here A€- 
ls conditioned by a preceding verb. The nature of the dependence between MAAICTA and the X€-clause 
ls ^ ar from clear, xc- may be pertinent, (co-)characterizing (a) a consecutive construction premodified 


158 Although the sequence introduced by nocui MAAAON is focal in relation to the topicalizing €*MA€- protasis, I believe noov 
maaaon itself is focal in the apodosis. 

1W See Greenbaum I969:132ff. on the English certainly . 

140 Cf Mayser 2/1-53 (“ adversativ-korrektiv ”). 
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by MAAICTA (cf. €BOA TUIN A6-6MNA-, §2.6.3.2) or (fi) causality. On the other hand, X€- may be an ex¬ 
ponent of an explicit syntactic connection between the premodifier and its sequence m , characteristic in 
Coptic of pre-elements of Greek extraction. A third alternative, that A€- is in these cases a mark of the 
predicative status of the premodifier 142 , cannot be entirely dismissed, even though the usual cotextual 
tests for topic/focus isolation cannot be applied here. 

1.3.113 itaaih (A€) ON “ (and/but) again ”, “ but then ”, “ alternatively ” — additive/replacive/ 
item-presenting conjunct 143 : a premodifier, introducing (often in a series of predications, quotations or 
in reporting) an additional predication: (/// 54.19) riAAlN ON F16&AH / (ibid. 58-9) OY«juk: T€... nAAiN ON 
0Y0026 N6COOY T€... OYP€HAI“CBUJ T€ ...flAAIN ON OYP€M+-CBUJ T€ / (Ch. 24.27f.) C€NA€IH€ €POK... nAAIN 
ON C6TA20 MMOK... / (/// 110.18) nAAiN ON «JAY+-K€OY€i CTOOTH. nAAiN ON A€- is common in quotation 
series (A 2 340, IV 33.3f. etc.); nAAiN ON may add a whole premodified complex: (III 71.14f.) nAAiN ON 
2NN€IPOMn€ NOYUIT «*€ NAIXMAAUITOC 6AHCOOTOY / (IV 45.22) flAAIN ON MHNCAN€I2BHY€ THPOY NC66N' 

2CNPUIHC... Additional exx.: Ill 110.1 If., 59.22, 90.7ff., 127.20f., IV !.17f., 127.4, 168.9, Ch. 68.15f„ A 1 
261-2, P 131 4 157 vo, etc. riAAlN (ON) + circumstantial — “ moreover ” — is used much in the same way 
as AYUJ premodifying a circumstantial form (§1.3.10): (III 212.22) (“the roads are different from one 
another ”) ...nAAiN on €OY2iH noyujt T€ €NA»€-nkotc h MN06IT mhecciupm / (A / 75) (“ The sins he says 
you have been forgiven ”) OAAIN €AnKAK€ €1 €BOA 6HOYH2 NCAnOYOEIN... OAAIN €AP€mU2T MnCI*€ €AHfl€” 
2A06... 


1.3.11.4 TAXY, TAXH “ quickly ”. Here (differently from the -ON-group) there is no morphologically 
related “ masculine ” or “ animate ” counterpart 144 This is a fairly common modifier, invariably 
postadjunctive but for rare cases of secondary (prosodically motivated) intercolary placement 145 : (III 40.6) 
N€TniCT€Y€ TAXY N“JA&€ NIM / (Ch. 114.62f.) AYUI NC€OYONOY TAXY / (ibid. 132.3If.) AHTBBO TAXY / (A 2 5) 
AAUfTN MHAY TAXY / (ibid. 121) KOYUI» €€«H-OYKUI2T TAXY / (P 130 4 123 AT) C6NATUIOYN TAXH / (130 4 127 MB) 
€NB<in€N€THI-POOY»B 0»M€M TAXH / (Wess. 9 140a 13ff.) 6HKUITC NCATKIB6 TAXY. Also III 35.4ff., 87.12f,. 
198.10f., IV 85.4, 155.7f., Ch. 130.23f., A 2 47, 390, Miss. 279, K 9040, etc. Aberrant conditioned place¬ 
ment : (A 2 53-4) TAI T€ 0€ TAXY NTAMOYUTTB €BOA. 


1.3.11.5 Prepositions of Greek origin 


(a) KATA “ according to... 


fY 44 


by ” (distributive), and nAPA “ beside ” 146 , “ in comparison with ”, 


“beyond” are certainly more common in all-Greek, more or less terminological, phrases or cliches: 
nAPAT€N+YCIC (///224.19, IV 112.24f., P 130 4 104 pka, A 2 459), nAPA^YClC (compound noun?) (Ill 77.24, 


141 Cf. Tobler 1886:5Iff., Tesni^re I965:I88ff. 
141 Cf. Rosen I979:46Iff. 


14a Greenbaum !969:47ff., 59f. Compare the famous humorous application of adjunct-conjunct homonymy in Mark Twain’s 
“ Buck Fanshaw’s Funeral ” — “ he’s dead again ”. 

144 §4.2.2.1. 


145 The diachronic question (here acute, but arising in each individual instance of non-native Coptic word) of why a 
given Greek lexeme was chosen to replace an Egyptian one (or, to put it the other way round, why this or that Egyptian element 
was destined to be replaced) is not pointless, even if almost hopelessly difficult to answer. (It but paraphrases H. Schu- 
chardt’s basic dictum that the history of linguistic forms is written — and must be studied — in terms of individual case histo¬ 
ries , and not of wholesale change). Of course, one cannot approach problems of this order without a satisfactory structural-syn¬ 
chronic account of Egyptian and Coptic lexical systems. 


144 See von Lemm 1972a:239f., Nagel 1973a:113flT., Anba Gregorius 1981:211ff., 217AF. I have found no instance of KATA 
in the sense “ against ” or “ as for ” (Godron, BIFAO 63:135-7 [1965]). 
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208.20, 216.4f.), KATATCYOYCIC (///219.20, IV 113.2), KATACAP* (77/22.16, IV 31.1, etc.), KATATAilC (777 
22.13, 220.20), kataiicibioc (777 74.16, IV 59.16f.), katakaipoc (IV 21.18, P 130 4 118 Kr, Ch. 66.41f., 
A 2 379), ICATACABBATON (IV 54.14, Ch. 51.23, A I 14, P 130 5 28 vo), KATAOIKONOMIA (777 219.6, RE 10 
162b 23), KATAnKOCHOC (7/7 214.6f.), KATAN€rPA*H (777 160.28, 7K 34.22f.), etc. Both occur freely in 
collocation with Egyptian nouns (also in recurring cliches — yet not zero-determinated?) — statistically 
(by number of occurrences) predominantly so; KATA is by far the better attested (with almost 400 oc¬ 
currences in Leipoldt, vs. less than 40 for nAPA; KATA66 and distributive instances are numerically 
perhaps more important): KATAn€YMn«JA (IV 2.9) KATAnOY€2CA2N€ (ibid. 12.18f.), KATAfi€COYUl» (ibid. 
11.8), nAPAT€N<SOM (777 134.19), nAPAT€NMn«JA (P 130 6 65 vo), flAPAPUIM€ nih (777 143.1), etc. Of all 
Greek-origin prepositions, only kata and nAPA have pre-pronominal allomorphs (KATAPO- nAPAPO-: 
III 116.17, 117.5f., 11, RE 10 162b 8, P 130 5 37 vo). 

(b) anti 44 instead of” occurs typically before TP6HCUTTM (less usually before the non-causative in¬ 
finitive) in a common, indeed distinctively Shenoutean figure “ instead of (doing this or that), we (etc.) 
did/do... III 51.10f., 115.5ff., IV 82.10f.,24f., 107.18, A 2 53, 54, 48, 466, Wess. 9 94a 3ff., 118b llff., 
127b 26ff., etc. (see §1.1.2.2). With infinitives: IV 92.1 If., Wess. 9 117a 20f. With non-verbal nouns: 
III 213.14, 214.14. 


(c) auic “ as ”, 44 as if ” 147 occurs as a premodifier y 44 vesting ” 148 a circumstantial form, with or with¬ 
out (Ch. 207.18f., Leyd. 366, Wess. 9 143a 17ff., 7K92.6, etc.), rarely with an unconverted predication 
(Nominal Sentence, Cleft Sentence: Ch. 30.36f., Wess. 9 87b 2Iff.). 2iuc preceding the autofocal 
Second Tense (§2.1.5): III 96.25, etc. Prepositionally, 2UIC is well attested with native and Greek nouns: 
2UICNOYT€ (III 88.24), 2UIOJJMMO (ibid. 135.5) 2UJCTYPANNOC (ibid. 40.14), 2WCCAPKIKOC (ibid. 63.8), etc. 


(d) XUIPIC 44 without ”, 44 but for ” precedes TPCMCUJTM (Wess. 9 108b 21f.), the non-causative infin¬ 
itive (777 25.4f.) and noun lexemes, usually in recurring expressions, such as 9tUN€ and ANAnCH (IV 51.4, 
98.7f., P 130 s 69 vo); with other nouns: P 130 s 15 vo (nNOMOC), ibid. 23 POH (NCMKenONHPON), III 70.2,11 
(NOYOOT6, N€YK€TBNOOY€), IV 95.23 (MNTATCOOYN), 125.3 (NAl), 157.24 (OYPUJM6 H OYC2IM6). etc. XUIPIC 
is expandable by another modifier — a circumstantial: (IV 108.8) XUJPIC 6YMMAY. 


(e) nPOC 14# , relatively rare, seems to occur in fixed expressions: riPOCOYOenai, nPOCOYKOYl “for a 
(short) while ” (III 35.4f., 131.17, RE 11 15b 2, 16a 7f., RE 10 164a 25f., P 130* 7), nPOCTCYNOY 44 for a 
while ” (A 2 105, P 130 4 114 H€, 130 s 93 vo), HPOC26NKOYI N200Y (P 130 4 38 vo, opp. 9A6N62), riPOCBC 
(P 131 8 84 ro). 


1.3.11.6 Greek loan-modifiers: miscellaneous 

(1) 2UICT6 44 consequently ”, 44 and so ”, expanded by the conjunctive (§ 7.3.1.1), with CTP€M- (ibid.) y 
premodifying the circumstantial (IV 87.4), Nom. Sentence (ibid. 183.2). 

(2) kan 44 at least ” 15 °, 44 even ”. Before the jussive or imperative (777 66.6f., IV 37.22, Ch. 82.7f., 
87.46f., 116.30f., A 1 256, A 2 369-370, P 131 7 71 ro (€9*€NrNAP-nAP9€N0C AN... KAN Mnpn0PN€Y€) etc.); 
before oyn (Ch. 157.55f.), the present (ibid. 31.5ff.) and perfect (ibid. 138.5flf.); adnominally (“even”, 
HI 222.15); kan... KAN... is a disjunctive framework (“either... or... ”, 44 be it..., or be it... ”), usually 
for circumstantial forms (III 222.8f., IV 11.9, 109.20f., 111.8f., 154.12, etc.). As a concessive premodi- 
fier 16 *, with the conditional, eBie or (rarely) €HJUin€, also with the circumstantial (“even if”, “even 


147 Stern §§607, 617, 622; Jelanskaja !966:197ff.; Shisha-Halevy 1972:!75f. Cf. Haardt, WZKM 57:78 (1961). 

148 Shisha-Halevy 1972:168 and §0.3.2. 

149 A nba Gregorius 1981:22If. 

150 Blass-Debrunner §374b (with Tabachowitz 41). 

151 Stern §628, Jelanskaja 1966:159f., Shisha-Halevy I972:171ff. 
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though ”: III 19.28f., 28.11, 22.9f., 40.16,19ff., 91.18, IV 3.27f., 114.8, Ch. 139.12ff., Wess. 9 140b 19ff., 
179a 22, Ep. 56, etc.); less usually, precedes a basic tense in this role (/// 93.20f., 23). 

(3) (6N)20C0N, €*OCOH 152 , “ so long (as...) ”, “ insofar (as...) ”, “ as soon (as...) ”, usually with the 
circumstantial (6N20C0N is the more common): circ. present (77/27.27, Ch. 70.9, Wess. 9 152a 20ff., etc.), 
circ. perfect (777 31.23f., RE II 17b 42f.), circ. Nominal Sentence (IV 74.15, 75.1,12); rarely, with a Basic 
Tense (perfect or present, IV 20.2, 104.21, Ch. 112.16ff.). €*OCON is rare: (RE II 16a 27f.) €*OCON tap 
(€)NTH 6 €ZOYN €flNOYT€ AYUJ (€)N2€AniZ€ €POM, HNA0YUJ9H MflAAA€ 2AN€NOY€PHT€. ZOCON occurs (only 

in Ch.2) with Basic Tenses (“insofar as”): Ch. 16.43ff., 125.19ff.; note the disjunctive 20CON... 
ZOCON... (“a little... a little... ”, IV 162.2f.). 

(4) 20TAN 153 , with the circumstantial future (rare: “ whenever ”, Ch. 72.41 ff., in parallel to n€TNA-, 
ibid. 73.34ff.), usually with the conditional, in the same sense (777 63.22, IV 63.6, 10.22f. — v./. conditional 
without 20TAN — Ch. 68.3, etc.). 

(5) None 154 , “ hardly ”, also a rhetorical negation: see §7.3.1 — with the conjunctive, focalized by 
the Second Perfect (III 24.23), also converted with its clause as atone, in this case often premodified by 
AYUl (§1.3.10; see references in §7.3.1). 

(6) AAAA “but, however ”, passim; opening apodosis “nonetheless” (A 2 333); before modifiers 
(IV 56.6, Wess. 9 173c 19ff.), with conjunctive. 

(7) gimhti “otherwise”, see §7.3.1.1. 

(8) TAXA (A€“) 155 “ possibly ”, “ by chance ”, “ perhaps ”, “ apparently ”, with conjunctive (A 2 
369), Second Tenses — present (A 2 434, not Sh.), future (ibid. 440, not Sh.), Basic Tense (ibid. 434, not 
Sh., P 131 7 39 ro TAXA OYN20lN€ 2MnTP€YCUTTM €POI C6NAAOOC *€...). Also for (rhetorical) interrogation? 156 

(9) (10AAAKIC “ often ” (A 2 415, not Sh., before a conditional complex). 

(10) 6YTA5IA (euTot^a, “in good order”): (A 2 257) AOKIHAZ6 MH2UJB 6YTAZIA “precisely” 157 . 

(11) CKMCPOYC (A 2 2) N€MM€AOC N€ N€TNM€AOC 6KH6POYC “ in part alternatingly ” 158 . 

(12) TOT€ “then” (P 130 5 83 PIA) AMOY N^OPn 6BOA 2NNCKAKA6APCIA TOT€ NrXOOC Xe-flACUITHP. 

(13) 6TI “ still €TI ON T€NOY (cf. in xal vuv Ch. 91.20f.); premodifying: a Nominal Sentence (777 
89.6f.), a circumstantial form (“when still...”. Ill 210.23, IV 191.12), OYH (P 130 5 66 or) €+ OYN2A2 
AICTAZ6; adnominal (Young r). 

(14) OYK6TI “ not any more ”, with a negative clause: (Ch. 80.31AF.) AYU> oykcti nhnA96M-*om an 
6€ €POH (for this cf. §6.0.3.2). 

(15) nAHN “ yet ”, “ however ” — paragraph opener, subtextual initial-boundary marker (777 117.20, 
183.22, 84.8, 200.4f., IV 64.25, etc. 15 *). 


158 Stern §622, Jelanskaja 1966:197ff., Shisha-Halevy I972:174ff. 

143 Stern §622, Jelanskaja 1966:!97ff., Shisha-Halevy 1972:173f. 

144 Cf. CrOnert 1 903 :98 n. 2; Preisigke 2. 1 13 ( + suppl. 1 83); Mayser 1/3 120, 2/2 1 84 (Mono is usually predicative : §§7. 1 .3, 
7.3.1 — cf. Brugmann /F 21:2621. [1910]). For (AYUl) €MOric see Shisha-Halevy 1976a:33 (cf. Browne 1979b:202, on Luc. 23:53). 

144 Blass-Debrunner §360.2, Anh. §456.3, Drescher 1969:96f. 

154 Jannaris §1749. See also Lee, Mus 83:137-8 (1970). 

147 Lampe 577, Liddell-Scott 734. Cf. cuTaRT<i)<; (Mayser 1/3 124, 2/2 177, 183, Preisigke 1.623). Compare riAPPHClA 
Drescher 1970:149ff.). 

,S8 Here reminiscent of / Cor. 12:27. Cf. Mayser 2/2 38, 390; Preisigke 1.75. 

154 In (/// 1 7.27) nAHN xc-AKKOOC X€- appears to be explicative: “but since you have said...’*, with a second clause (18.3) 
6AIXOOC NAK A€" “and I said to you...” and the main clause (18.6f.) MNNCAfi€i“lAX€ hnnkooye thpoy ntaixooynak AITAMOK X€... 
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THE ADVERBAL MODIFIER FOCALIZED: THE SECOND TENSE 
IN MICRO-/MACROSYNTACTIC AND CATEGORIAL PERSPECTIVE 


Research-historical: Polotsky’s treatment of the Second Tense 

Morphosyntax 

On conversion in general 

Morphology 

Second-power conversion 

A question of identity: Second Tense vs. circumstantial vs. relative 
The theoretical background 

Theoretical and terminological systems: topic - comment - focus / given - new; cotext-sensitive 
grammar 

Topicalization, thematization: means and paradigm 
Focalization and focality: means, paradigm, values 
The “ Cleft Sentence ” and the Second Tense 
The organization of information 
The syntagmatics of nexus: a note 

The Second Tense: an integrated view of information structuring and function 
Theme/topic-initial patterns 

Autofocal Second Tense construction: # Second Tense Conj.-Form # — focalization pat¬ 
tern (1) 

# €H + modifier # 

Topical (“ rhetorical ”) questions 
Jussive/precative/preceptive/promissive ehnacujtm 
“ Quotation-form ”, glossing and lemmatic roles 

€B0A AN A€- (“ not because ”), 2U>C €»*€- (“ as if- ”) 4 - Second Tense 
The parenthetic Second Tense 
Contrastive disjunction, antithesis, varia 

Heterofocal Second-Tense construction: # Sec. Tense Con}.-form -*• modifier # — focal¬ 
ization pattern (2) 

Constituency; general and special observations; documentation 

Heterofocal Second-Tense construction: # Second-Tense Conj.-form + pronounInoun 
syntagm # — focalization pattern (3) 

Focalized object-expansion, actor expression; documentation 
Focus-initial patterns 



.0.0.1 


Chapter 2. The Adverbal Modifier Focalized 


AnOr. 53 



2.4 Heterofocal Second-Tense construction: # modifier -* Sec, Tense Conj.-form # — 

focalization pattern (4) 

2.4.0.1 On focus-initial patterns, generally 

2.4.1 Constituency; illustration 

2.5 The circumstantial topicalization: # modifier/(pro)noun -> circumstantial conjugation-form # 

— focalization pattern (5) 

2.5.0.1 Circumstantial topicalization, generally 

2.5.0.2 The focus: “JANT60Y £Huri€, time expressions 
2.5.1-3 Constituency; observations; documentation 

2.6 Heterofocal Second-Tense/circumstantial construction: # modifierj(pro)noun -** € -f 

conjugation-form # — focalization pattern (6) 

2.6.1 Constituency; documentation 

2.6.2 An unmarked member of the focalization paradigm: # modifier -► basic tense # 

2.6.3 A selective examination of foci: nasi N2€, €TB€OY, €BOA tujn 

2.6.4 Focus-initial patterns: structural assignment and evaluation 

2.7 Stylistic syntax: cotext patterns, “figures" 

2.7.1 Rhetorical focalization figures 

2.7.2 Rhetorical topicalization figures 

2.7.3 Basic and Second Tenses: compatibility, opposition and neutralization 

2.8 Second-Tense constructions: notes on prosody and syntagmatics 

2.8.1 Prosody 

2.8.2 Nexus arrangement; location of the theme-topic || focus seam; focus isolation 

2.8.3 The Second Tense as a “ that "-form 

2.8.4 The complex theme/topic 

2.9 Negation patterns: negatived focalization patterns, negated nexus, negatived adjuncts and 

pattern components 

2.10 A concluding note: on the functional essence of the Second Tense 


2.0.0.1 Research-historical: Polotsky's treatment of the second tense 

In retrospect, there is no denying that the story of the redemption of the Second Tense, the Sleeping 
Beauty among Coptic grammatical categories, is, in more than one way, the story of modern Coptic lin¬ 
guistics. The unveiling of the nature of this category initiated a renaissance of grammatical scholarship, 
which is thus precisely datable to 1944, the publication year of Polotsky’s momentous Etudes de syntaxe 
copte , where it is treated on pp. 24-97 (with earlier tentative statements in Polotsky 1934:60, 63f. = CP 
368f. and 1937 for Coptic, and 1940 for Late Egyptian and Coptic. Subsequent restatements of the pan- 
Egyptian category may be found in Polotsky 1960a:§§1 Iff., 30ff., 1965:§§16flf., 22fF., 1970:566f., 1973: 
136ff., 1976:§§2.3-7, 3.9). A brief resumi: according to Polotsky, the Second-Tense conjugation form 
is to be conceived of as a verbal nominalization , with the privilege of actor (nominal grammatical subject) 
status in the Bipartite (# nom . actor -f- “ adverbial ” predicate #) pattern. The “ adverb ” (our modifier) 
following the Second Tense is thus its predicate; the ensuing construction is typologically (formally and 
functionally) comparable to “ Cleft Sentence ” patterns in other languages (§2.0.2.2.4 below), where a 
nominalized verb construction (“that...”, “ que... ”) serves as logical subject (“glose”, topic) for a 
non-verbal (“adverbial”) logical predicate (“vedette”, focus: see below for my terminology). In 
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Polotsky’s more recent transformational formulation (1976), the nominalization of the verb by means 
of the Second-Tense converter is correlated to its demotion to subject status and the promotion of an 
“ adverbial ” adjunct to predicate status. 

In setting out from, and taking issue with, Polotsky’s conception and systematization (which, if 
the truth be told, have not yet been properly digested and applied by the Copto-Egyptological com¬ 
munity at large, even today 1 ), despite its truly awe-inspiring elegance and simplicity, shaping order out 
of chpos, and its law-like standing 2 , I wish once more to state my conviction that his statements are not 
invalidated by the following observations; they are as cogent as ever — in their own procedural frame of 
reference. What I offer here is an alternative assignment of the facts, motivated by a different set of 
methodological principles. One may recall here von der Gabelentz’s typically Neogrammarian pro¬ 
viso (1875:159): “ Es diirfte hier... streng zu scheiden sein zwischen dem Gesetze und den Einschran- 
k ungen ” (in our case, extensions , rather) “ welche dieses durch den Sprachgebrauch erlitten hat”. I 
mean to portray in this chapter Shenoute’s Sprachgebrauch , no more, no less, and let the rule look after 
itself. My alternative to the Master’s neat scheme 3 is less elegant, amorphous, and non-modular though 
not unstructured, but perhaps less reproachable for what 1 regard as a methodological flaw insofar as strictly 
synchronic description is concerned: the postulation of an 44 orthodox ” or normal-and-original functional 
core 4 with a periphery of secondary, extended sub-functions 5 , with no integration of all roles in the 
framework of a unified (even if complex and fragmentated) functional theory, or its paradigmatic as¬ 
sociation with other relatable forms or patterns. I can hardly conceive of any synchronic meaning for 
44 extension ” or 44 divergence ”. Within the terms of reference of his own orientation, Polotsky’s de¬ 
scription is of course impeccable. If you reject it, you are faced with the realization that the syntax of 
the Second Tenses is so complex as to rule out any simple one-rule statement to define its workings. 

My reservations concerning Polotsky’s view of the Second Tenses may be condensed into the follow¬ 
ing comments: 

(a) I confess myself agnostic about the alleged substantival nature of the form. This claim (in Po- 
otsky's argumentation for Coptic 6 ) is unmistakably traceable to the model (Bipartite or Bipartite-like), 
to which the form is assigned, and not to argument from independent or cross-evidence from other, inter¬ 
secting patterns 7 which would pin down the form as nominal (cf. the corresponding Middle Egyptian 
mrr.f form, which features in subject/predicate status in Nominal Sentence patterns, governed by pre- 


1 See Horn’s apt remarks (1980:64 n. 6). 

* See for instance Horn 1980:63f. 

3 A neatness more warranted in Old and Middle Egyptian (though rare exx. such as Coffin Texts III 202 n pst jr.f tm.k swr 
wsit 41 But why wilt thou not drink urine?” still remain unintegrated in the main theory unless the topic here is 44 adverbial ”). 

4 Possibly representing this core as the norm derives less from a conviction of a synchronic state than from a subtle, perhaps 
not conscious historical bias induced by the successive juxtaposition of all phases of Egyptian in the second Etude (which 
is as much a study of a diachronic category as a series of synchronic accounts). Obviously, a possible statistical preponderance of 
this core pattern (a preponderance never really established) is irrelevant as a synchronic argument. (Incidentally, the 44 Middle 
Egyptian ” [“ Oxyrhynchite ”] dialect of Coptic which is generally not innovative, goes even much further than Sahidic in favour¬ 
ing these so-called “extensions”.) 

5 Polotsky 1944:51-3 (= CP 155-7), I960a:§32 Obs. “Such ‘exceptions', which are relatively not at all numerous, 
can be brought under a limited number of heads and understood as extensions of the basic function... Inasmuch as they 
deviate from the structure of the 4 Second Tenses 4 they are secondary ( 4 emplois abusifs'), but it is not in the least suggested 
that they should 4 be dismissed as improper uses \ They can be 4 dismissed 4 only in the sense that they do not invalidate the 
definition of the basic function Is there not more than a suggestion of circularity in this definition? 

• Polotsky 1944:66ff. ( = CP 170ff.), 1960a :§ 11 and 32 Obs. 

7 The 44 actual Coptic usage” which is argued as amply demonstrating this nominal nature (Polotsky 1960a:408 = CP 
254) is not specified, unless this refers again to the Bipartite pattern (subject) assignment of the form; see (b) below. Ne¬ 
gation by means of n- an, adduced as proof, is hardly conclusive, as this is the general negator of non-verbal nexus, adjunct 
and component, rather than an index of the nominal character of a term. 
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positions, object-expansion of transitive verbs, and so on 8 ). This statement (of the nom. nature of the 
form) is therefore circular. It is also (at least in implication, but explicitly in 1976) dependent on a trans¬ 
formational approach to syntactic analysis, and also on some “ diachronic inertia ” or extrapolation 
from established historical facts. This question acquires a special edge when the circumstantial (modifier- 
paradigm) topicalization form (§2.5) is considered, and when the whole question is approached from the 
“ signalling ”, i.e. listener’s, angle: of what function is the Second-Tense converter an exponent? What 
does it signal, in the unfolding of the discourse? More on this subject in §2.8.3. 

(b) The association of the Second Tense with the Bipartite pattern*, while historically well-founded, 
s synchronically 44 leaky ” and aprioristic. At issue here are the very rudiments of the definition of at 
pattern: the substitution and prosodic features do not match in the Second-Tense and Bipartite patterns 
(for the latter, see §1.2.1.1); the nominal status of the Second Tense — a sine qua non for the Bipartite 
assignment — is actually dependent on this assignment; finally, the Second-Tense modifier construction 
is only one in a set of at least five major patterns featuring this and related forms. There is hardly any 
synchronic justification for considering this particular one primary , even if all the indications suggest 
it is original , historically speaking. 

(c) Clauses, like other grammatical unities, should be classified in terms of inner structure and in terms 
of their function in the larger units of which they are part. This, the macrosyntactic aspect (in my view 
a key factor in the description of our form) has been under-treated in Polotsky’s analysis, which does 
point out the value of contextual configurations favouring the occurrence of the Second Tense, but nowhere 
formalizes the context (or rather the cotext, i.e. the syntactically and not merely situationally relevant 
segment of the text) as part of an ultra-clausal pattern, which may not only lead to greater predictability 
of a Second-Tense 44 event ” but is inevitable and indispensable at some stage of a descending analysis 
and in the treatment of the question as one of category exponence and signalling. 

2.0.1 Morphosyntax 

2.0.1.! On conversion in general. 1 retain here this term of dynamic implication (Polotsky 
1960a:§10; later understood as exponence of 44 transpositions ”), which I use to mean the mark or signal 
of a specific definable syntactic standing, not a transformationally conceived shifting of status, either 
within or outside a preconceived set of part-of-speech compartments 10 . I can see no reason for tagging 
the converters as 44 syntactic ” or 44 non-syntactic ” n . The circumstantial and relative converters have 
internal (micro-)syntactic function, marking a conjugation-form as adjunctal/adnexal modifier, with part 


8 See Polotsky I944:82f. (= CP I86f.), I964:276f., 1976 :§§2.1, 2.3-7; Frandsen 1975. The affinity of the “emphatic” with 
the relative forms, so cogently put by Polotsky. is problematic in the case of some allomorphs of the Coptic converter, and for 
others, out of the question. 

• Polotsky 1944:66f. CP I70f.), 1960a:§§ 11, 30. In his forthcoming work, Polotsky comments for the first time on 
the differences (in prosody and constituency) between the Bipartite and the Second-Tense constructions, yet retains the old affiliation 
as a kind of sub-pattern of the Bipartite (this is indeed inevitable in the “ transpositional ” verbal system, where the Second Tense 
constitutes the substantival term). 

10 Polotsky 1976. For the theoretical background of word-class shifting, cf. Vachek, Dictionnaire de linguistique de 
Vtcole de Prague (I960) 23f. (“ conversion '*), Dokulil, TCLP 3:215-239 (1968), Baum I976:34f., 110ff. (“ translation ”, “ trans¬ 
ference ”). 

11 Cf. the distinctions made by Polotsky 1960a :§§10-11 (the Sec. Tense kept apart from all other converters). Although 
he does not here specify or define how “ conversion *’ is to be understood, his current transposition theory of the converters as ex¬ 
ponents of adverbial (circumstantial), adjectival (relative) and substantival (Sec. Tense) transformation of the verb could be refer- 

# 

red to. However, this would leave the preterite converter a case apart, outside this system. 
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neutralization: after a non-n-detemiinated nucleus, the circumstantial represents the opposition terms, 
as it does after a verbal nucleus. Elsewhere an opposition obtains: the circumstantial expressing adnexal , 
the relative attributive modification 12 . The Second Tense and preterite converters, on the other hand, 
have a higher-level or macro-syntactic signalling function. The preterite converter 13 marks a transition, 
“ gear shift ”, change of tempo (into “ slow motion ”), perspective (“ low relief”, in Weinrich’s term) 
or dimension (into “setting”) in the narrative structure. The Second Tense highlights and delimits a 
stage — and thus resolves the structure — in the thematic or informational development of the dialogic 
or expository discourse 14 . Neither are satellites, but prime filaments in the texture of discourse — the 
“ imperfect ” in the narrative, eventual — the Second Tense in the thematic non-eventual texture. Both 
realize a staging option (see below) exercised by the speaker/narrator. 

2.0.1.1.1 Morphology. The Second Tense converter is an exponent of a category different from 
and intersecting that of tense 15 . Its incompatibility with Clause Conjugation forms is as much corre- 
latable with their extra-temporal standing as with their non-autonomous syntaxic one (indeed both aspects 
must be but different faces of the same coin). Its incompatibility with Nominal Sentence patterns (which 
however do have their own topicalization forms, §2.5) may also be due to the special para-temporal type 
of predication but may also have historical roots. 

The following allomorphs of the converter are found in Shenoute 16 : 

(a) (1) €-, prenominally €P€-, before the Bipartite conjugation forms, in focalization patterns (1) to (6). 

Note the following: €PA- Second Future, sec. person sgl. fern. 17 (A 1 50, 445, A 2 8, 11, etc.); 
the Akhmimoid €- prenominally, rare 18 ( Wess . 9 146c 6ff. €ni»AA€ A6-20M00YCI0C CH2 TUIN, 
v./. €P€“ 129b 30ff.). 

(2) E-OYN-/MH- 19 , patterns (1) and (6): Ch. 186.41 AT, A 2 45, A l 415. Note (a) €MN- as a “that”- 
form? K 9316 MNNCATP6YCOYN“flCOOYN THPH AYUJ €MNK€NOYT€ NCAiC; (P) OYN-/MH — the 
existence predication, not the indefinite-actor allo-form for the Bipartite syntagmeme; the 
Sec. Tense form in this case is without OYN-/MN- 20 . 

(3) €~OYNTA*/MNTA* l9 , patts. (l)-(3): III 71.23 (cod. C), 85.14, Cat. 43.16, BMCat. 94 (213 ah), 
P 131 6 19 Mr. 


11 Shisha-Halevy 1972:§2.1.1, 1976c: 134 n. 3; sec §§7.1.3, 7.3, 7.4 below. 

11 An adequate functional account of preterite conversion — for once without reference to the Greek imperfect — is long 
overdue. For the mysterious fi€ with this, otherwise converted or basic forms, see §1.2.1.2, gen. obs. 4. 

14 In fact, Wejnrich’s “ relief " (1977:9Iff., etc.) would, in a somewhat different sense, apply to both roles; this is “ subor¬ 
dination ** or “ inclusion ” {pace Funk 1981:196) on a higher, macrosyntactic, level of analysis. 

15 The question of whether or not this is a “ mood ’’-type category (Cerny-Groll Ch. 26, §10.6: “polemic mood”) is 
one of terminological taste rather than of essential policy. Our category is tense-intersecting, functionally definable by intra- 
and inter-clausal relationships as an option of “ staging ’’. (Incidentally, the “ mood ’’-definition would have to apply to the (equally 
polemic) Cleft Sentence with nominal vedette , which however is not treated as a ’mood' by Prof. Groll.) 

14 NB. This inventory gives an overall picture of the distribution of the allomorphs; the actual constituency, drastically 
curtailed in many patterns, will be added under the relevant headings. Moreover, circumstantial (§2.5) and Basic tense themes 
(§2.6.2) in the distributional picture, should, properly speaking, be included in the morphological muster. 

17 Polotsky 1960a:§59. 

14 Shisha-Halevy 1976b:360f. 

w Polotsky I944:49f. (= CP 153f.), I957a:232f. (= CP 232f.), 1960a:§§33ff. 

10 Polotsky I960a:§§2!, 35. 
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(4) € + “ adjective-verbs ” 41 , patts. (1) and (2): €NAA(A)«* (Ch. 135.44f., Wess. 9 130b 23f. = 147a 
2ff.), 6HAIAT- (A 2 51, Cl. Pr. 33 1), ENANOY- (Leid. 302 = /K96.3). 

(5) €«!»€, patt. (2): €»«*€... noyhp (A 2 464). 

(6) €OYOl (AH) N-, circumstantial? patt. (6): NA4J N2€ €OYOi AN... (A 2 155). 

(7) €2NA- (?) 44 /// 161.30: patt. (2) or (6). 

(b) eyAH- 43 , pattern (2): IV 18.2; pattern (1): A 2 479 riHPn ©siamtpcnbaa nnetujck 2N26NHPn ... €P- 

€AHAKHH€. 

(c) nt-(ah-) fluctuates with ent(ah-) (§2.0.1.1.2); patts. (1) to (4) 24 . 

I have found no evidence in Shenoute for this converter before Tripartite negative bases or N-AN negatived 
patterns. Indeed, a drastic reductive change seems to have taken place here, compared with the system 
depicted in the ttudes and “ Coptic Conjugation System negative conjugation forms are either un¬ 
marked as themes or (much more rarely) so marked by the circumstantial (in focus-initial patterns, see 
§§2.5-6 below) u . 

In the Second Present (converted Bipartite) we find as predicate, beside the durative infinitive, also the 
stative and the predicative modifier: (Ch. 76.46f.) €MCH2 tap NT€I2€ X€- (A 2 114) Eoyoon TUJN / (Ch. 102. 
19f.) 6P6T1BAA MMAY CTB6NAY / (P 130 6 119 ro) €P€ 2MrU2HT 2UJC HAAY NOYHHH«l€ N«IHP€ / (Ch. 159.33f.) 
€H2NT€YMHT€ NOYHP. 

2.0.I.1.2 Second-power conversion. Polotsky (1957a:232 = CP 232, 1960a:§§ll Obs., 18) 
points out the compatibility of the circumstantial and Second Perfect conveners 46 , in a second-power 
conversion ENTAH- (analyzable, in IC terms, as €[NT(AH-...)J (pattern 2). This has a practical implication 
in a corpus where €NT- (rel. perf.) is neatly opposed to NT- (Sec. Perf.). This is not the case in our corpus, 
where 6N- and N- (and generally € + nasal/syllabic nasal) fluctuate. The situation seems even more hope¬ 
less for the circumstantial converter before the €-allomorph of the Sec. Tense (see below for a solitary 
instance of €€P€-). Here, zero is clearly the norm. Nevertheless, in cases where an “ asyndetic para¬ 
taxis ” is improbable (that is, outside the narrative perfect 27 , or in “ list-/catalogic style ” 43 and other 
suitable contextual configurations), absence of coordination or disjunction may imply a (zeroed) cir¬ 
cumstantial converter. Some especially striking, recurring or typical instances follow: 


81 Polotsky 1944:51 (= CP 155), 1960a:§37. 

« Cf. Polotsky I957a:23lf, (= CP 232). 

u See Quecke 1979:440, Polotsky 1944:95f. (= CP 199f.). 

u In Chassinat , NT ah- seems to be the norm (with rare exceptions) for both converters. Sec. Tense and relative, except for 
line-final N- which is often written €N- (e.g. 42.34, 67.53, 84.12, 102.14 vs. 55, etc.). Elsewhere in Ch. entam- may be con¬ 
strued as circumstantial + Sec. perfect (e.g. in !50.24ff. N6€ HnAi €(NTAMfmi2 nn€H20€IT€ €TB€-); not however in 158.lff., where 
€NT - (rel.) and NT- (Sec.) are neatly opposed. 

M Polotsky 1960a :§I 8. 

“ See too Funk 1981:184f. (circ. of Sec. Fut. in “Middle Egyptian”). The relative and Second Tense converters appear 
to be incompatible (cf. Funk, TV 119, 1976, p. 58 n. 2, but see Polotsky 1960:405 n. 3 = CP 251). Examples which could be 
taken as preterite conversion of the Second Present (cf. in Boh. N6AH9UJN / Cor. 12:17,19): A I 241 (collated, Borg. 189 PiH) 
€N€‘€P€nNOYT€ €N€PTCI AN MriAIKAION 2NNCTCNOYH N€ N0Y06I9 NIM, NCP01XI NtfONC NAp-flKOCMOC NKAK6 n€ (not to be confused with 
the interrogative €N€ before the Sec. Present: Ch. 95.25ff., P 130* 66 or, BMCat . 79, 194 f. 4). 

17 E.g. Ch. 84-5, !32.28fT., /// 47.11, IV 198.Iff.: see Layton I979:l84ff., and compare Havers “ veni-vidi-vici-stylc ” 
(1931:153). 

88 E.g. Ch. 32.36ff., 57.40ff., 66 passim , III 191.2If., IV 22.5ff. etc.; cf. the so-called “ rhetorical asyndeton ” and Havers* 
“ enumerative Redeweise ” (1931:114, 154). 
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(1) €/0-€4-»: the unique €€P€": (IV 107.5f.) A2POH ZOOYT MNC2IM6, €0*€C2IM€ 0 NOY MH200YT 
2 PAI N2HTN “ What has a man to do with a woman, while in what capacity is a woman to be with a 
man among us?”; circ. + negatived Sec. Present: (IV 38.22ff.) H €P€TMNT€PO NMfiHYC CBTUJT NN200YT 
MAYAAY, 6N6CC8TUIT an nn€2IOM€... “... it being for the women that it is not ready... ”. 

(2) the recurring and formulaic €ixui HnAi X€- “ by which I mean to say... ”, a Shenoutean expres¬ 
sion, marking and introducing the “hermeneia” after an allegory: (Ch. 102.I91F.) KAl TAP epcrbaa 

MMAY €TB€CUITH €IAUI M11AI X€ €P€THNTPMHAO «JOOn €TB€NA AYUI TSOYCIA €TB€P-2An / (P 130 4 103 PKB) 
eHX€-n^ePUJB 2NN6NIIX AYUI TCHH€ €TB€OY flMOYI MNnOYUJN» TUlPfl MneCOOY... 6IXUI MF1AI A€-eyxe-ANON- 
2€NCAB€€Y AYUI ANCOYN-N2AI1 MflNOYTC... €TB€OY TNF1APABA MflZAn AYUI TNAI H60HC. Also P 131 4 155 AH, 

156 A6, 130* POH, 70 PfiA, 74 PHB, K 9316, etc., etc. 

(3) €/0 NTA-: (Ch. I46.52flf.) HH NTAfl€XC €1 AN €BOA ZMniHA KATACAW- NTAT6KKAHCIA €1 €BOA N2HTM 
/ (Ming. 318) TMHtt A€ MflN“ (say, know or sim.) X6-6CCYN2ICTA MMOC 2NA“J NTAMOC NTAYAIOYUJ MMOC 
NA» N2€ / (A 2 312) A9 NAAOC H A«J NCYNAITUrH €NTAnNOYT€ tCBttl NAY 2NOYUIPX NT€N2€ (see §2.5.1.2) 
I (P 131 4 87 PAB) nANTUIC ON €NTAYXI7^ €BOA CTAKOH ZNOYHNTArPIOC ... NAHI NTOH N26 6YNA+-C0 CTAKO 
NT€Y*YXH — a clear instance, with the circumstantial focalization-pattem preceding a main-clause inter¬ 
rogative one. Note that the syllabicity of the N in NTA- is maintained after the converter. / (Ch. 41.42ff.) 
NAneXt N€ NTAHTAAY NAY CYAflOAAYCIC / (III 95.20ff.) nPMMAO MM€ NTAHP-2HK€ 6TBHHTN €nXO€IC NNKA 
nin n€ NTAHP2M2AA €TB€riPUJM€ “ the true rich one, who became poor for our sake, being the Lord of 
all things, it being for man’s sake that he became a slave... III 71.18f. quoted below in §2.1.7.2. 

(4) Two special cases where the postulation of the zero-variant of the circ. converter is called for by 
the syntactic structure: adnexal complementation toTAi T€ 0€/N0€ Mn-, NT€i2€ on n€ 30 , or in theHAi €- 
appositive relative clause with a focalized modifier (fiAl €T- for unfocal predication) 31 : (Ch. 64-5) NO€ 
PAP NNuJOPn NPUIM6 2HnnAPAA€ICOC NTAHt-XPOn NAY N*mXAX€ 2N2€N"JOXN€ NKPOH AXN2POOY 6HUI9 
6BOA “ ... while it is crying out voicelessly that the Enemy made them stumble by iniquitous counsels v 
/ (Ch. 194.24ff.) NT6I26 ON n€ finATPIAPXHC ABPA2AM CNTAHXI NNINOd NCMOY €BOA 2ITMflNOYT€ €TB€T€H“ 
HNTMAiyiHMO 44 ... it being because of his love of strangers that he received these great blessings ” / (III 
I42.16AF.) TAI ON T€ 0€ T€NOY M11AI HN26NKOOYC 6NTAYCUISJ NN€N€IOT€ 6NTAYNKOTK Mn€OYO€l“J CNCYHIOOn 

nmmay 44 ... it being at the time when they (the Fathers) were still with them that they disdained them ” 
/ (III 31.22f.) NAi €P€fl6YTAA60 «ioon €BOA 2iTMnNOYT€ mayaam 44 Those whose healing is from God 
alone ” / (/// 224.21f.) N€i^AA€ NAI 2ITOOTOY €P€n€NBloc naanai. Also III 206.1 Off., Ch. 84.291T., 130 
37ff. One must bear in mind that our hesitation in several of the exx. above tetween the 4 circumstantial 
+ adjunct ’ and 4 circumstantial + (Sec. Tense + modifier nexus) ’ stems from the inability to predict 
with any confidence the occurrence of a Sec.-Tense construction — to place the boundary-line between 
the formal mise en relief and the construction plane. This selection may however be taken as fairly re¬ 
presentative of those cotextual constellations where a regular Sec.-Tense 44 event ” might be expected. 

Incidentally, no certain example of the Sec. Tense of N€- is attested in Shenoute (Polotsky 1960a: 
§18[f.]); a possible instance is 7//203.15f. (“ Had you kept all your good deeds,) +M€€Y€ A€-€N€P€nNOYT€ 

NA»AX€ NMH6 T6NOY NO€ NTAHVAX6 NAPXAIOC MN2A2... 


** A probable case is Oi.89.I2ff. MAPEHCUITM CncnPO^HTHC €MXUI nhai €TBHHTH an aaaa £TBHHTN(ofthe same type — circ. -i- 
neg. nexus —■ are IV 64.1ff., 65.1 Iff.). This interpretation is not however the only one possible: the negation may well be of an 
adjunct to a circumstantial verb, not of the nexus between a Second Tense and a modifier. The absence of any punctuation between 
€H*w NNAi and ctbhhth in the Ch. example may be of significance. 

30 Shisha-Halevy 1972 :§2.1.1.2; see our §1.2.1.2. 

31 ibid. §2.1.3.2.2. 
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2.0.1.2 On a question of identity and homonymy: sec. tense vs. circumstantial, sec. tense 
v$. relative. On a strictly Sahidic-intemal and synchronic basis 32 , there is, on the one hand, no a priori 
distributional reason to reject the morphological identity of Second Perf. (€)nta- with the re), perfect 
or of Second Aorist €HIA- with the relative or circumstantial aorist, or of Second Tense €- in all other 
cases, with the circumstantial converter M , all featuring here in a set of patterns with remarkable functional 
affinity (and to this extent too belonging together). On the other hand, if we apply a strict structural-ana 
lytic definition of identity, every single pattern occurrence of the morph, i.e. its syntagmatic/paradigmatic 
localization, must be considered its “ name ”, leaving us with a fragmentation of at least five possible 
entities, some homonymous Let us take a closer look at the distributional structure of €- and (€)NT- 
(again as if we are innocent of all historic and extra-Sahidic knowledge, and not taking (€)NT-, CT8- 
matter-of-factly as allomorphs of €-). We must bear in mind that this structure is (a) somewhat distorted, 
since it is incomplete without the suprasegmental distinctive feature of each pattern, and (b) arbitrary 
to a degree, since the definition of the critical extent is variable (§§0.2.1.2, 0.2.5.1). Moreover, not all 
environments considered are commensurate. 



€” 

€A- 

€M€“ 

€»A" 

(€)NT- 

adnominal (adnexal'.attributive) 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

adverbal 

+ 

+ 

+ 

(-)“ 

— 

initial , non-thematic 

+ 

+ 


— 


initial , thematic (patts. 2-3) 

+ 

— 

(?) 

+ 

*+* 

final , non-thematic 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

final , thematic (patts. 4-6) 

+ 

i 

(?) 

+ 

+ 

autofocal (patt. 1) 

+ 

— 

(?) 

+ 

4- 

final, focal 

+ 

+ 

— 

— 

— 

initial , focal 

+ 

+ 

— 

— 

— 


One notes the maximal distribution of €- 36 , and the similar distribution of (€)NTA- and 6HIA-, e*€- 
(for the latter, the evidence is inconclusive), but most instructive are the patterns in which all are opposed 
as one paradigm, namely, (4) to (6); we cannot therefore interrelate them as allomorphs of the same archi- 
morpheme. Moreover, the circumstantial and Second Tense converters are compatible (§2.0.1.1.2) and 


33 Diachronic information, at least from pre-Demotic Egyptian, points to the identity of the “ emphatic ** forms and relative 
forms (Polotsky 1976: esp. §§2.l, 2.3), with the absence of gender-number concord — i.e. a tagmemic feature — the sole distinctive 
feature of the former: mrr.f and sdm.n.(tw).f, j.jr.f sdm are relative forms, with further bifurcation purely functional, i.e. their formal 
Merkmal as “ emphatic ” or “ relative ” is their very construction, not a mere correlation with this construction. The inference 
from dialects in which the two are distinct (e.g. Funk 1981:194, from “ Middle Egyptian ”) is, 1 believe, unwarranted: the merger 
in Sahidic, a diachronic event, has synchronic systemic consequences: it is these we must report on. 

33 So already Edgerton (1935:26 Iff.): “(separating the forms) seems to lack empirical reality'*. 

34 Consider exx. of the type (A 2 463-4) 2 UM him ntahaay, ntahaay thpoy ctbeitenoyxai, neatly showing the pattern 
way to defining identity. 

34 No certain examples of adverbal circumstantial for SIAM- are known to me (candidates are Wess. 9 91 b 1, 140a 12, 145b 20). 
For €M€M- we do have some unambiguous exx. (Ill 94.20, IV 38.4f., Mun. 107). The circ. present appears to supply the circum¬ 
stantial for the affirmative aorist (consider Ch. 130.46f., Ill 94.19, IV 15.24 etc.). (A possible “ Middle Egyptian “ example is 
Mt. 11:19: 2AMI NdHTOHPE MflPOME €»A40YOM €»AHCUJ). 

34 Historically speaking this is hardly surprising, as this is a merger of the functional ranges of both jw- and j.jr-. 
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thus prove their categorial disparity (unlike the relative and Second Tense converters). The negation 
test — n(€H") ah for the Sec. Tense, €(nh- an) for the circumstantial — used by Polotsky (1960 :§28 Obs.) 
to establish their distinctness, does not seem to me conclusive, since it might be argued that it is this ar¬ 
rangement (or, from a different angle, juncture) differentia specifica which characterizes the €H-form 
as a thematic pre-focal component of a nexus — N.B.: no N€H- AN in patts. (1), (3), (4)-(6); thematic €NM- 
AN in (5) —, vs. non-thematic (rhematic or a nexus in itself, adnexal); the negation arrangement here 
assumes the functional burden. To sum up my view on this subject 37 : On the analytic plane, I accept 
the homonymy of the Sec. Tense and circumstantial. Sec. Tense and relative, perhaps even with a greater 
fragmentation: €-, NT- are signals of different purport in different environments. On a more synthetic 
plane of description, I would prefer to regard the circumstantial as a component in a pattern set, the Sec. 
Tense a component in another, due consideration being given to their paradigmatic and syntagmatic 
encounters. This policy is adopted in the present discussion. 

An altogether different matter is the practical question of distinguishing the circ./relative from the 
Second-Tense converters. Since we are not here concerned with “ forms ” but with patterns, this is rarely 
of consequence. Consider, for instance, the final-consecutive *€-/A€KAAC 6HNA-. Is the converter cir¬ 
cumstantial or Second Tense? Did the question have any meaning for the Coptic decoder of this syn- 
tagm? 


2.0.2 The theoretical background. Even a superficial attempt at an 1C and functional ana¬ 
lysis of Second Tense constructions brings home two points: (a) The components are not of necessity 
reflected in the clause structure, but must be referred both to information in the preceding stretches of 
the text (“ cotext ”) and to this cotext as syntactically relevant to and in cohesion with the Second-Tense 


construction. The resolvable units, “predication 




44 


subject 




44 


predicate”, “predicative component” 


etc., constitute a whole structure which, quite apart from (and beyond) the pattern-specific syntactic real¬ 
ization and articulations, is meaningful in an ultra-clausal “ logical ” or rather informational system of 

reference **. (b) We realize there are, even in this sense of structure, predicates and predicates, subjects 

% 

and subjects; we feel the difference between a “ non-emphatic ” or paradigmatically unmarked subject/ 
predicate and an “ emphatic ” one (to use provisionally one of a host of semi-opaque and cryptic synonyms 
for “ strengthening ”). This is a real opposition with formal correlates, a paradigm of grades or types 
of predication, of thematicity and of focality — see below. 


2.0.2.0.1 Theoretical-terminological systems: topic - comment - focus / given - new; co¬ 
text-sensitive grammar. Without pretending to span within these limits the considerable questions 
involved, 1 shall give below a brief review of some important theoretical systems, (a) A preliminary 
step, very important for our purpose, is to recognize the optional , subjective nature of the informational 


37 


On the theory of this difficult issue, see Harris 1951, esp. §§13.31, 13.41, 15.2-3; Householder 1971:196ff., 220f. (on the 
limitations of the complementary-distribution test). 

u Polotsky 1944 (e.g. 30f. = CP 134f., 57ff. = CP 161ff.), 1962:414ff. (= C/ > 419ff.). Polotsky was the first to replace (for 
Coptic) 44 grammatical subject ” by actor (1960a :§3) and thus restore “ subject ” — and “ predicate ” — to their original “ logical ” 
frame of reference, brilliantly demonstrating the analytic advantage of this essential reinstatement: in Coptic, “ grammatical pre¬ 
dicate ” — a contradiction in terms — has no analytic meaning. An early statement (the earliest in modem linguistics ?) on the distinc¬ 
tion of logical and grammatical structures, may be found in Becker I836:15ff., and later !841:579ff. (In what is in fact the early 
edition of [1836], namely the Deutsche Grammatik of 1829, the 44 grammatical predicate” still reigns supreme. See Haselbach 
I966:198ff., 209f.) Next we find the 44 psychological " subject /predicate in yonder Gabelentz 1869:378; Weil 1879 (see pp. I4f., 
20f.); Tobler 1886:5ff., 88ff., and on in the typologistic-psychologistic trend of 19th-century 44 Sprachwissenschaft ”, parallel and 
antagonistic to the Neogrammarian mainstream. (The fact that the 44 psychological ” terms are preeminent in Paul 1920 shows 
how over-simplifying it is to regard him as the 44 spokesman of ths Neogrammarians” in all respects.) 
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organization of the discourse like numerous other phenomena of grammar (some cases of word-order 
regulation, selection of “ particles ” and other inter-clausal relators, some tenses, etc.). This is not the 
grammaticality of dependence and conditioning. This realization is vital, lest we look in vain for a single 
simple 44 responsible factor ” for the occurrence of a Second Tense, and lest we lose sight of our main 
task, which is to clarify the signifie of the Second-Tense signifiant or mark; it is not to attempt to account 
for its presence, (b) Within clause boundaries, we have a 4 theme + rheme ’ structure. Theme — in Hal- 
liday’s definition (1967:212) 40 a 44 point of departure 41 , what is being talked about, what I am talking 
about now”; Rheme — 44 what is being said about the theme 44 . This is the thematic structure, grammat¬ 
ical in the sense that it is 44 purely syntactic 44 (ibid, 199f., 21 If.), i.e. on clause level, intra-clausal. (c) Hal- 
liday rightly stresses the presence of another independent yet related structure: the informational one, in 
the information block or unit , which may, or may not, coincide with clause extent. The weak point — 
44 bridge ”, overlap or liaison factor between the two structures where it is all too easy to slip from one 
to another and confuse them, is the identity or disparity of the 44 given 44 ( 4 ‘ what you were/I was talking 
about ”, in Halliday’s definition) with the theme. They can be identical, but this is not always the case. 
44 Givenness ” is a cotextual factor 42 : the 44 given 44 segment — the (co)text-bound one 43 — 1 would here 
name topic. It is the cotextual component or representative in the clause, ideally coinciding with the 
theme but often distinct from it, with the theme in cohesion with it in one way or another — always in 
a different structure and to a different extent (the subtextual segment of the information unit, which may 
even include the paragraph and larger textual subdivisions). Halliday’s 44 theme proper” (1967:200) 
is my 44 theme ” and 44 topic ” combined. The theme is Janus-faced, with relations of one grammatical 
kind inside its clause, and of a different kind backwards with its cotext. The Second Tense can be treated 
properly only in terms of reference of a cotext-sensitive grammar, since it involves the speaker’s option 
of 44 staging ” the information. It is a cotext-form par excellence , in evaluating which the degree of cotext 
boundness is crucial; it must be examined both in terms of 4 theme - rheme 4 and 4 topic - focus ’ structures, 
(d) In parallel ^ rheme, predicated ( 44 installed ”) on the theme inside the clause, the topic — in 


“ Halliday 1967:220: 44 [The concept of themej is based on the notion of choice — it represents an option on the part of 
the speaker”; Grimes 1975:323flT.: “...choice of one of a number of possible ways of * staging ’ the information”. 

40 Also 1967:464. I generally adopt and apply here Halliday’s main ideas and terminology. For a good summary of 
his own scheme, see Halliday I967:241ff., 1 972: 1 62fT.; also Jones 1977 :81 fT. However, I use the term “topic” and extend 
the application of “ information unit ” up to and beyond the paragraph. 

41 This linear-axis conception of the theme can be traced from Weil’s “ point du depart, notion initiate ” (!879:20f.), corres¬ 
ponding to von der Gabelentz’s “ psychological subject ” (1869:378: “ das, woran, woriiber ich den Angeredeten denken lassen 
will ” — while the psych, predicate is “ das, was er sich dariiber denken soli ”, that is, the predicate in a subject-dependent defini¬ 
tion; see too idem 1901:365IT., 369f.). Similarly, Blumel’s A{usgangspunkt) -> Z(iel) (1914); Bally’s (1950: e.g. §32) and Gossen 
(1951) theme -> propos, Muller-Hauser (1943) theme -> enonce Theme -> rheme is used by Ammann (1920), and, following 
him, Lopfe 1940), yet he occasionally mixes or approximates the logical and grammatical structures, e.g. on p. 22, talking of 
word-order — “ vom Thema zur Aussage, vom Handelnden zur Handlung ”; see Haselbach 1966:211 — a rapprochement of un¬ 
fortunate and far-reaching consequences, traceable to the belief in 44 the natural 4 vocation * [of certain word-classes] to symbolize 

9 

subject and predicate ” (Sandmann 1954:101). Compare here the equally formalistic classical fTjpwt (Robins 1966:7ff.: Aristotle’s 
p^pLa, “set of words functioning in their capacity as the second component of a two-part sentence ”; for the Stoic definition see 
Schmidt 1839:61). in the Prague School we find an evolution: from Mathesius’ two-faced definition of the theme, covering both 
our 44 theme ” and 44 topic — “ that which is known or at least obvious in the given context, and from which the speaker pro¬ 
ceeds” ( apud Firbas 1964) to Danes and Firbas' improved version, separating utterance-level (theme -> rheme) from text-level 
(given -> new): Dane& 1974, Jones I977:60ff. 

4 * The “ original sin ” of many a terminological stumble in this context is carelessness in distinguishing between 44 known ” 
(“assumed as known”), “accepted”, “given”, anaphora nucleus and “basis of the enonce''. See Chafe 1976, Allerton 
1978. 

43 Sgall 1974:28: “ [Elements the speaker reminds of as elements] known from the context, from the situation or from general 
conditions of the given utterance”; this is too comprehensive, and again mixes clause- and co text-levels. 


AnOr. 53 


Chapter 2. The Adverbal Modifier Focalized 


82.0.2.0.1 


its information unit — prepares us for the focus, the hub and kernel of this structure. (Halliday 1967: 
200ff., 207, defines it in prosodic terms which are not much help for Coptic, although they do not conflict 
with what we know of the tonicity of focal segments.) The focus is new in relation to the topic — a matter 
of relative, not absolute value 44 ; it is usually coincident with the rheme. The focus is the message nucleus. 

The Second-Tense form may, in correlation with and as a component of certain cotextual pattemings 
(§2.0.2.4), be the theme (often ^ topic) 45 , focalizing its rheme (patts. 2-3). It may be self-focalizing, with 
topic and focus, theme and rheme, all in one (pattern 1). It may be a topic (= theme), following its focus 
(rheme) (patts. 4-6). 

2 . 0.11 Topicalization, thematization : means and paradigm 46 . In the first place, one notes 
measures applied to the nominal theme: its “ isolation ” by various means, especially its extrapositive 
detachment from the main structure — so-called segmentation 47 , with or without additional marking 
with or without resumption. The verbal thematic component may be nominalized and treated as a nom¬ 
inal theme; it may be de-finitized, with its lexemic and grammatical constituents separated 49 . However, 
the theme may also be unmarked in any way except by its slot in the clause (compare the actor noun/ 
pronoun in the Coptic conjugation form 50 ). It may then receive an additional, “ over- ” characterization, 
usually by prosodic and/or placement-shift (such as segmentation) highlighting, thus realizing what amounts 
to a distinct member in a binary paradigm of thematicity , the prominent theme 51 , which ought to be ex- 
plicity related to the unmarked member and not impressionistically subsumed under “ emphasis ” or 
14 Hervorhebung 

2 . 0 . 2 . 2.1 Focalization and focality: means, paradigm, values. Focalization — the marking 
as focus 52 — and thematization are two faces of the same coin, since theme or topic-marking constructions 
achieve by the same token the effect of focus-marking. Still, there are patterns in which only the focus 
is marked (e.g. prosodically or by a particle) and others where both focus and theme/topic are marked 
(notably the Cleft Sentence, §2.0.2.2.4). Here too we must distinguish between a focus indicated by vir¬ 
tue of basic syntactic properties — an unmarked member in the focality paradigm (MMAY in HMMAY), 


44 Consider the distinction between “ structurally new ”, i.e. “ anaphorically new/' (also “ inherently new ” in the case of 
closed systems, such as prepositional sets) and non-anaphoric, situational “ newness” (Halliday 1967:204ff.). See too DaneS 
1974:109ff. This corresponds to the “ Hauptbegriff" (not subject-dependent) definition of logical predicate (from Becker 1836: 
18ff. onwards). 

44 See §2.7.2 for specific # topic -> (theme -f- rheme/focus)# schemes. 

44 For some general (also typological) material, see Halliday 1967:21 If.; Jones 1977:91ff., 174IT.; Dahl 1974:18; Grimes 
1975:343f. 

47 MOller-Hauser 1943:152ff., Gossen 195I:164ff, following Bally (I950:§§79-99). 

44 Such as pre-Demotic jr- (cf. MOller-Hauser 1943:226ff.). On the affinity of topicalization and protasis cf. Junge 1978: 

66ff. 

44 Cf. Ebeling 1905:113-128 (“ Dispiacere non mi dispiacete ”); Goldenberg 1971; also the use of English “ do ” outside 
the interrogative/negative allomorphic role (“ do go ”, “ he did say so ” — functionally very close to our pattern (I), ‘ €KA0B€ *). 
In the case of the Greek “ Second Tenses ” (Ros£n 1957, esp. pp. 135f., 150f.), the whole cljxt 4- participle syntagm is, in its exter¬ 
nal relationships, thematic; internally, however, it constitutes a nexus. 

40 Cf. “ proc6d6s de position”, Muller-Hauser I943:92ff. 

41 Halliday I967:213f., 216; Dahl 1974:18 (“ emphatic topic ”); Jones I977:169ff. (see also 3ff., 6ff.). Compare Regulars 
** mise en relief thtmatique ” (1966). In a somewhat different, currently used sense of ” prominent ”, Coptic is a topic-prominent 
language, a language that marks its topics rather than its “subjects” or directly marking the focus. Callender’s “focusing" 
(1970:186ff.) seems to include the prominent topic. 

44 Not to be confused with focus or rheme isolation (e.g. by the “ question test ”). See Jones 1977:68f., 76f., 87f. The two 
issues are of course related, since it is with the marking of a focus (or the focalization value of a mark) that we are concerned. 
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and one in the framework of a marked topicalization “ truss ” or a special focalization pattern (6HHMAY), 
the marked member w . The Second-Tense converter is either a prominent-thematization (often also top¬ 
icalization) signal or (pattern 1) a mark of self-focality. The pattern-initial focus (§§2.4-6) appears to 
be yet another member of this paradigm, half-way between the unmarked and high-focality extremes. 

2.0.2.2.2 Although focality is an absolute grammatical category, it has relative functional values, 
resolved by the macrosyntactic structure: (a) Polemicity determined and varied by the cotext (it is, for 
instance, different in text-initial position, different in the response-substructure of dialogue, yet again 
in reference to a contrast); (b) a high “ Communicative Dynamism " level (see definition of CD in §2. 
0.2.3), i.e. a high degree of contribution to the development of the informational progression (high “ ac- 
releration ”); (c) the “ emphasis " value. This is an elusive, vague notion, evading grammatical frames 
of reference, subjectively envisaged on a variety of levels, from synonymity with “ focality ” to being 
celegated to extra-grammatical territories 54 . 1 adopt a broad definition,close to Weinrich's “Relief": 
any divergence or variance from the textual environment level, with appropriate sub-categorization. 
We may, for instance, have an emphasis of contrast of specification (vs. characterization) 5e , distinctive 
or isolating emphasis (cf. Polotsky I944:33f. = CP I37f.). 

2.0.2.2.3 Focality may be (language-specifically) non-pertinent — conditioned or inherent (in these 
cases, not subject to cotextual macrosyntactic analysis, and not in opposition to a non-focal occurrence 
outside the scheme of values referred to above). This is the important case of the interrogative modifiers 
and pronouns, cogently applied by Polotsky in his study of the Second Tense 57 . This is of consequence, 
not only for the informational patterning of these cases, but also for the very placement of the foci (see 
§2.8.1 below). 


2,0.2.2.4 The cleft sentence and the second tense. Probably the most familiar set of focali¬ 
zation patterns, well known in a certain European Sprachbund and (thanks to Polotsky) in Egyptian- 
Coptic, is the so-called cleft sentence (“ phrase coupee ") 58 . In general terms, these are patterns 


M See Halliday’s definition (I967:207f.: “The unmarked focus does not imply any preceding information”). 

44 Cf. Thesleff 1955:12fF. (semantic-psychologistic. with sub-categorization into “ emphasis “ intensification ”, “ ampli¬ 
fication “ strengthening “); Weil 1879:9 (types: rhetorical, logical, affective, grammatical; an instance of “ rhetorical emphasis ”, 


and a logical freak, is the case of two simultaneous foci in a single information unit: see §2.7.1.3.1. below, and cf. LOpfe 1940:24); 
Moorhouse I959:73flf.; Halliday !967:203f., 207; Dressler 1968:77ff. 

M Cf. Chafe 1976:33ff., and (for the stylistic aspect) Fehling 1969:36-47, 271-9, 295-307. 

54 Cf. the attempt at structuring emphasis in LOpfe 1940:27f. 

57 1944:29ff. (= CP I33flf.), 87 (= CP 191); Callender 1971 (esp. p. 21. Callender discusses the relations between topicali¬ 
zation, Cleft-Sentence focalization and the inherently focal interrogatives, in a generative framework). We still need an investigation 
of non-interrogative modifiers of inherent focality (like MOnc -, §1.3.11.6, or KAAUIC -, §1.3.11.1.3; cf. §2.5.0.1). See Paul 1920:§200; 
Karcevski 1936:109. Strikingly comparable are the Irish “ adverbs ” which occur usually or exclusively in Cleft Sentence patterns: 
amhlaidh “ thus ”, minic “ often ”, ar eigean “ hardly ”, Welsh braidd (>»-), cf. our MOnc in foe. patt. (4). 

For Cleft Sentence analysis and terminology, see Polotsky 1937:2f. (= CP 100f.), I944:57ff. (— CP 161 AT.), 1962a: 
413 n. I (= CP 418), 1976:§2.5; Callender !970:Ch. IV, 1971. For the French construction, see Damourette-Pichon 
§§1554-66 (coining “ vedette ” and “ glose ” for the focus and theme-topic); MOller-Hauser 1943:205-215. For some early discus¬ 
sion, see Becker 1841:542, 600; Tobler 1886:121, 196 n. 2 f. For English, see Jespersen 1937:83-9, 1954:147ff. For Latin, 
LOfstedt 1966. For some general or typologic-comparative studies, see Beckman 1934:29ff.; Dressler 1973:54, 57ff.; Grimes 
I975:34lf.; Coyaud 1979:119. The Celtic Cleft Sentence constructions are most interesting. To the best of my knowledge, they 
have not yet been structurally studied. See H. Lewis, Celtica 3:295f. (1956), for the so-called “ mixed sentence ” in Welsh; H. 
Wagner, Das Verbum in den Sprachen der britischen Inseln (Tubingen 1959) 81 f., 173f.; H. Lewis’ famous “ The Sentence in Welsh ” 
( Proc . Brit. Academy 1942); MacCana 1973; most of Pokorny’s rather superficial substratum articles, and many dialect-specific 
sketches (e.g. by Fink, Bergstrdm, O’Nolan, Strachan, Dottin). 
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focalizing a (pro)noun or modifier by means of a nominalizing (less frequently, “ adverbializing ”, see 
§2.5) thematization of the verb. The focus and its theme are in a nexal relationship, realized in Indo- 
European by the verb “ be ” as copula, with an additional arrangement (word-order) focalization pro¬ 
cedure, viz. preposing the focus to the theme, with (in most cases) the entailed syntactic feature of a formal 
cataphoric pronominal subject, to which the theme is appositive: “ It is ... who/which / that... ”, “ C'est ... 
qui/que... ”. Polotsky’s identification of the Egyptian and Coptic Second-Tense verb form with the glose 
(Cleft Sentence theme) presents the following difficulties: (a) Formally the comparability is imperfect, 
since there is no ” clefting ” 59 in Egyptian and Coptic — the order of the terms which Polotsky has in 
mind is theme -> rheme or topic focus, and (b) the nominalness of the theme is not incontestably established. 
1 suggest that it would be preferable to regard the Second Tense as a form which plays a role in several 
patterns, some of which — our patts. (4-6) — are formally closer to the particular Indo-European Cleft 
Sentence than others. The Second-Tense converter, an exponent of thematicity or focality— in short, 
a signal of specific Functional Sentence Perspective / Communicative Dynamism (§2.0.2.3) properties — 
should not, 1 believe, be confined in a descriptive Procrustean bed. Like other focalization patterns, the 
Cleft Sentence is still in need of more precise statements of value. It is (for instance) cataphoric, i.e. non¬ 
polemic, ” presentative ", in certain textual slots (e.g. in text-initial position, at the opening to a parable 
or “ paradeigma ", in the answer to a question, and in a description) 60 . Needless to say, subsuming all 
these as allo-patterns under one heading a priori is largely unwarranted, since we lack those supraseg- 
mental features which would distinguish them formally. Also, the paradigmatic standing of the Cleft 
Sentence, i.e. its relation to unmarked-focality members of its paradigm, varies considerably from one 
language to another. (On a selective [impresssionistic] scale ranging from advanced devaluation [Welsh], 
through ever higher pertinacy roles in Irish, French, British literary English, to full focality status in other 
Germanic languages, I would grade Coptic somewhere between Irish and French, rather in the proximity 
of the latter.) 


2.0.2.3 The organization of information. This organization, static and dynamic, is what one 
has to look out for when attempting to formalize the relations of the thematic/topical component with 
its environment. We must apply some gradient notion like communicative dynamism (“CD ”), in Fir- 
bas’ definition 61 : ” The extent to which the element contributes towards the development of the com¬ 
munication ”, higher cotextual interdependence meaning a lower grading of CD; always considering, how¬ 
ever, that there is always some noticeable development and some factor of cotextual boundness (absolute 
idling [Leerlauf] is as much a myth as is absolute cotextual independence), and that constructing a scale 

of CD is difficult because of the continuous spectrum-like nature of such a scale, with countless sub- 

% 

jectively postulated intergradations between the extremes of very low and very high grading. The arbi¬ 
trariness and subjective quality of the following schematization are therefore to be expected. The follow¬ 
ing points must be borne in mind: (a) Attention must focus on the skeleton — the extremes and major 
intermediate points of reference — in this gradation, rather than the minor ones, which are not always 
formally correlatable. (Note that CD is essentially a junctural — cohesional — concept, hence by nature 
a continuum; see §6.0.2.) (b) We cannot predict the degree or contour of CD. This is decided, i.e. made 
clear, only after the pattern in question, with all its constituent signals, is completed, (c) Often one must 
distinguish between the CD-grading of the Second-Tense form and that of its construction , in which case 
we have rather a CD-contour in the given extent, (d) The CD gradation cuts across other formal typo- 


M In transformational jargon, “ clefting " is synonymous with 41 focalization ". 
i0 Cf. Rothenberg 1971, MacCana 1973 (esp. I04ff.); see Shisha-Halevy 1975:477. 
#1 Apud DaneS 1974:19; see Firbas 1964, Bene§ 1968, Jones 1977:64ff. 
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logics of the focus (intcrrogative/non-interrogativc, word-class, rhetorical/non-rhetorical). (c) The two 
scales below, I and II, must be superimposed symmetrically onto each other. The higher and lower CD 
in these scales (like topicalization and focalization) are but the two faces of one and the same coin (we 
are after all concerned here with links, i.e. formal indications of cohesion, various grammatical and se¬ 
mantic anaphoric signals referring back to prius dicta or prius nota , and with delimitations , i.e. indications 
of the absence or negation of a link; see §6.0.2). (f) Note the high incidence of grades 3-4 on both scales- 


Scale I: (Lower CD) 


(Higher CD) 


grade 0 
grade 1-2 (a) 
grade 1-2 (b) 

grade 2 
grade 3 
grade 3-4 (a) 
grade 3-4 (b) 
grade 3-4 (c) 
grade 4-5 


N€TAOC€ €Y£0C€ €TB€N€YnPAilC NAFA0ON (A I 163). 

€P€noYO€iN MF1002 HHNCIOY N2HTC (i.e. in the night; not even the nexus is new) (A 2 248). 

€TB€nAl NTAnciNO* NCA20Y €1 €2PAf €AMn€l2Hr€MUJN (7//26.8ff.; only the nexus is new; 
all terms are anaphoric). 

€P€riAI NA«JUm€ nan ( Ch . 88.2L; rut focal). 

NTAIA€-nAI 6ICOOYH X€" (A 2 73). 

NTAY6I TUJN (/// 87.12f., context implied). 

2ITNOY €A2A2 P-^NMO CPUJTN, MH 2ITN- AN (A l 89, prius notum rhetorically assumed). 
CNNA2JAOOY THPOY AN (A 2 238-9), €YAH*OA (IV 51.17). 

NTANCUJTM 2ITNNIM €N€2 A€~ (A 2 463). 


Scale II: 


(Lower CD) «- 


Higher CD) 


grade 0 
grade 1 

grade 1-2 
grade 2 
grade 2-3 (a) 
grade 2-3 (b) 

grade 3-4 
grade 3 

grade 4-5 
grade 5 


“ €H2KA€IT " (Ch. 81.7; lemmatic role). 

“ €N4JUJN€ ” (A / 56), “€IMOCT€ HHOOY ” (III 123. If.): §2.1.4. 

€YNA€i (IV 61.29, jussive), €YP-N0B€ (IV 80.2) — all patt. (1). 

€INAOY€M-OY (Ch. 105.17f.). 

€10 MMATOI, €10 N2HFCMUJN (A I 43), €10 NA«J N2€ (A I 104). 

2Hfl€200Y €TOY«JAA€ €POH A€HO NNAHT, NTAHP-0€ NTOH NOYATNA (/// 76.19L). 

€NAIATH AN... A€-..., AAAA CNAIATH... €M^an (Cl. Pr. 33, 1; the whole configuration has 
high CD, inequally divided between the constituents). 

NTAMCMNT-MnHY€ NA^ N2€ (Ming. 288), €TB€0Y CKO NKPOH (A 2 146). 

€P€IOYAAC «IOOn TUJN T€NOY (A 2 53), €TB€OY... CINAOYA2T NCA“, €TB€OY NtNAOYAZT AN. 

NCA- (Ch. 72.Iff.). 

2ITN0Y CA2A2 P-«JMM0 €PUJTN, MH 2ITNNN0M0C AN (A I 89). 

€P€flBAA mhay €TB€NAY (Ch. 102.19ff.; all terms and nexal relationship - prius nota) 


2.0.2.4 The syntagmatics of nexus: a note (see §2.8). In considering the # theme + rheme # 
limited unit we set out (as did Polotsky) from a pattern arranged ‘theme -> rheme’. The association 
of the theme with the initial position is often pointed out and considered a basic or normal placement 62 , 


•* Cf. Becker 1841 :§I22 (586ff.; see Haselbach 1966:210); von der Gabelentz I869:379f.; Weil 1879:20f.; Halliday in 
DaneS (ed.) 1974:52. 
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this order reflecting the logical “ marche des idees ” w , as well as the macrosyntactic “ thematic progres¬ 
sion ” M > the progression from given to new 6 *, low to high CD, the rhetorical <pumxr) (Indeed, the- 

matic/rhematic role is a matter of position rather than of pattern slot.) However, this ideal arrangement 
is in opposition ** to certain focus-initial patterns which, while mostly understated 67 in pan-Coptic or 
diachronic exposition, are nevertheless fully constitutional, even decisive features of the synchronic pic¬ 
ture: they realize yet another type, constitute yet another member in the paradigm of focality. 

Although nucleus - satellite dependence analysis does not necessarily suit or match the theme - rheme 
analysis (Barri 1978), the latter can be mapped onto the former, the two being compatible (witness the 
adnexal modification of the circumstantial and conjunctive; see §7.1.3). 

2.0.2.5 The second tense: an integrated view of information structuring and function. 
With the reminder that any syntaxization we may carry out must be incomplete without suprasegmental 
data, we arrive at the following correlational picture (note in particular the characteristics of pattern (1), 
accounting for its being our point of departure in the present description, at variance with Polotsky’s): 

(a) 


pattern 

function 

Sec.-Tense/circumstantial 

clause 

(1) 

autofocal 

theme + rheme, # topic; formal topic, 

= information unit 



focalization signal 


(2M3) 

hetcrofocal 

topic-constituent or topic-resumptive; 

less than information unit 



theme: given information 


(4)-(6) 

hcterofocal 

theme = topic: given information 

less than information unit 

(b) 




pattern 

nexus structure 68 

inform, structure contour 

inform . unit 

0) 

irrelevant 

no information resumption 

Sec. Tense form 

(2)-(3) 

Sec. Tense -> focus 

direct inform, resumption 69 

Sec. Tense + focus 

(4M6) 

focus -► Sec. Tense 

indirect inform, resumption 

Sec. Tense + focus 


pattern 

(1) 

(2) -(3) 
(4)-(6) 


clause CD contour ( inform . development) 

high ungraduated rise 
moderate graduated rise 
high ungraduated rise + dip 


converted-form CD grading 

very high 
very low 
moderately high 


tt Weil 1879:l2f. 

u FtRBAS 1966, 1967; DaneS 1970. 

* Halliday 1967:205, 211. 

** “ Tension ” is Firbas 4 expression (Jones 1977:65ff.). In Coptic there is quite possibly some “ tension ” between the Egyp¬ 
tian topic-initial patterns and the typically Coptic, 44 Indo-European ** fronting of the focus. 
n Mentioned by Polotsky 1944:48ff. (= CP 152ff.); cf. Stern §521. 

Only for pertinent, i.e. not inherent, focality; only for pertinent, i.e. unconditioned, order (§2.6.3.1.2). 
m Often clarified as 44 given information 44 after the focus, i.e. the focus resolves the informational structure. 
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2.1-3 Theme/topic-initial patterns 

2.1 The autofocal second tense construction: second-tense conjugation form — focal- 

IZATION PATTERN (!) 

2.1.1 | modifier #. Differing with Polotsky, I begin my exposition with the autonomous 
Second Tense, a self-contained unit, thus simpler in the macro-syntactic view (even if historically prob¬ 
lematic): the self-focalizing “ EHCUJTM ” (etc., see next paragraphs) and “ EMMMAY ”, with which we shall 
deal here 70 : a high-CD, low-cotext-boundness information unit: eypa«je “what they are doing is re¬ 
joicing ”, “ they are doing nothing but rejoicing ” (cf. Anglo-Irish “ It’s rejoicing they are”); EH2NAMNTE 
“ he is in Hell, and nowhere else ”, The verb lexeme or modifier is focal, but in a different or higher 
degree of focality than in the basic conjugation-form 7I . This applies where the opposition obtains, and 
not in the case of emun ( 4 - nom. actor): ectujn tmntmai2<>mnt, eetujn tanomia... eytujn ae ncapi... 
(A 2 336-7), EPENENKEEC TUIN (A l 212), sim. A 2 393, Ch . I66.28f., Ill 67.l7ff. etc. In this focus of inherent 
focality we have an instance of neutralization of focality grading (§2.0.2.2.3). The modifiers of pertinent 
focality occurring here (needless to say, in the Sec. Present only; an open-ended focus paradigm, yet 
incomparably more restricted than and not overlapping the §1.2.1.1 inventory): 2N-/N2HT-, 2I-, NTOOT-*, 
NCUJ- (not in the Bipartite pred. list); the anaphoric MMAY; the expanded modifier 2PAI (2N-). The 
internal nexus is usually affirmative, sometimes negatived by (n) — AN (§2.9.1.1): “Where is Judas 
now?” — EH2NAMNTE (A 2 53) / I10YA MEN (of the animals) EM2NN2AAATE ET2HMMOOY, AYUI niCEOYA 
EH2NNAATHE ET2iAMriKA2 ( Wess. 9 91a 26ff., parall. Sh. quoted in BLOr. 8811 CM) / ECNCUIN EP-NOBE 
AYUI ETMEIPE (Ch. 65.13f.) / nMA AE ON ETCPCnEfTNA MflAOEIC N2HTH, ECMMAY N6ITMNTPM2E (P 130 s 50 
CK, cf. Ch. 138.27ff.) / EPEnPUJME NTOOTC, EC2NTOOTM AN MnPUIME (IV 12.14) / EPENNOBE 2NNNAA2E AN, 
AAAA 2NNCN2HT (A 2 340); sim. A 2 248, Ch. 93.55ff., etc. 

We encounter an analogous construction with verb lexemes 72 , in durative and non-durative con¬ 
jugation patterns. In the following paragraphs, 1 shall present certain cotext-functional categories typify¬ 
ing this verba! marked focus and more or less stereotyped, i.e. predictable. 

2.1.2 Topical (“ rhetorical ”) questions 73 . Second Future, rarely Sec. Aorist, cyn(ta-). 

(Ch. 70.49ff.) MH CMNAHI-OYrfCPUJB E2PAI EPOI H EMNAAAT N2HKE, MH HNASJEINE N0YCA20Y EAUJI, MH HNA9+ 
NAI NOYMNTPMMAO H EHNAM£2-nAHl NArABON H EHNATAA60I ZNNAtinUNE (the two Basic Future 74 variants 
predicate -»-) / (BMCat. 94, No. 213 AH) MH EYNTAN-^AAE MMAY £AUI / (A I 108 coll.) MH 0!!APCnA2OY 
AN (i.e. the rags) H UJAPC0C20Y / (Ch. 186.41ff.) APA EOYN2ENTN2 MI1NOYTE nnANTOKPATUIP / (Miss. 279) 


70 Polotsky I960a:§30. 

71 Cf Polotsky I944:52f.( —CP 156f.). 

71 Thesleff’s (1955:14f.) M Wc do not think of degrees of walking ” is simply not true (cf. Dressler 1968). It is not, however, 
with “ degrees (of a verbal concept) ” that we are concerned, but with the phenomenon, common in Indo-European as well as out¬ 
side it, of a verb-form privileged to occur in marked focalization patterns. (Curiously, the “ imperfective "or enhanced Aktionsart 
postulated for the " emphatic ” form in the pre-Polotskyan grammar of Middle Egyptian comes here to mind.) 

73 Polotsky !944:3lff. (= CP 135ff.). Cf. Rosen 1957:149(f.) for this role of the Greek ‘ dpt + participle* ** Second 
Tenses ”. 

74 I have noexx. of Basic Tenses on their own as rhetorical questions. *€-APA •+- Future I (Ch. 84.17flT.) is not a question, 
but an instance of the sceptical or half-hopeful nuance of £pa (esp. clear in e£, eiv Spot see Denniston 37f.: Blass-Debrunner 
§375; KOhner-Gerth II 324ff.). In Coptic, X€- indicates that APA here is not a second-position particle, but a clause-initial 
one (for the merging of ipa and 4px see, i.a. Jannaris §1748c; KOhner-Gerth II 318 Anm.; Denniston 44,Our ae-apa- 
may simply be: on <£pa- (Denniston 38f.). 
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H €tSIAYN€2n€ AN €n€TNAMOY / (A I 70) MH APTA20C PUJ €CnAPABA... H EITMAIO MMOC A€“ACAUJ N2€N»AA€ 
ncuj... H N+tun AN NN6NTACAOOY NCUJ.*. A€”2€NNOB€ N€ (note that here, as elsewhere often — §§2.6.3,2.7.3 — 
a Second Bipartite variates with a Basic Tripartite or negative Bipartite). Other exx.: ///90.15, 91.13f., 
Ch, 43.48AF., 195.47ff., Wess. 9 138a, v4 / 125 etc. This case may be conceived of in two ways (beyond 
the general contextual circumstance of “ emphatic-discourse ” manner). On the one hand, as a topical - 
ization form on a high level of textual analysis 75 : the question is — in macro-syntactic analysis — the 
topic of the answer, here zeroed 76 . The rhetorical question — stylistically an argumentational flourish 
or gambit — is grammatically an independent, self-contained dialogue unit, with the zeroing of the re¬ 
sponse component signalled by the form of the question-allocution. On the other hand, these questions 
have an affinity with declarative forms or syntagms (the rhetorical ex<ptov?)au; vs. epci-ryjau;; cf. “ Did 
he run! ’ ,7T ). One is given the impression that rhetoricity is a kind of suprasyntactic category, with overt 
syntactic signalling. 

2.1.3 Jussi ve/precative/preceptive/promissive emnacujtm. Affirmative, rarely negatived; 3rd 
person, 1st person, rarely 2nd person. 

(Ill 210.13) €MNA€I / (Ch, 192.24IT.) TOPrH 6NTAMTUJMNT €POC AYUJ ACTUIMT €POM, AYUJ ON 6CNATUJMT 
€POH ( k4 ... and let it! ”) / (III 20.l7f.) €P€nNOYT€... natako nta^yxh (apodotic imprecation, opp. to NN€i- 
negative pledge, €l€- hopeful solicitation or self-promise) / (HI 218.5ff.) €K€HA20Y npujme €nuJN2, €K€- 
MA20Y NAAOC €nUIN2... €KNA2AP€2 6POOY €BOA 2N^T0PTP NIM, €KNAP20Y€~MA20Y NPUJM6 €nUJN2; / (III 19.6, 
promise) €YNAP-BOA €TOPrH / (IV 72-3, hortative) €NACMN“(sic)n€YB€K€ NMMAY, H €NAt (sic) NAY NTA- 
COY... H NNANAY (sic) A€“€NNA+“OY NAY NHIBEIUJ / (A 2 505-6, neg. hortative) €NNAOAIB€ AN N2€NAT“ 
dOM H dOTriOY €BOA / (IV 6l.27f., neg. jussive) CYNAAITOY €POOY AN. Additional exx.: IV 103 passim 
(€YNA-, negative NNE-); 61-2; Ch. 187.2f.; A 2 144; preceptive, IV 53.24, 54.3, 63.19, 71.2, 81 passim , etc. 

This Akhmimoid isogloss 78 is intriguing both from the syntactic point of view (does it have a “ that 
clause role? cf. the OE-ME prospective sdm.f in this function 79 ) and that of its formal and functional 
relations with the conjunctional future syntagms A6-/A6KAC €MNA~, which are still in need of thorough 
investigation. The co-existence of the €MNA- jussive with the classical Sahidic MAPGM- 80 is noteworthy: 
the latter is marked as rhetorical, with the former preceptive and unmarked (MnpTPE- is common to 
both terms) 81 . 

2.1.4 44 Quotation-form ”, glossing and lemmatic roles 82 

2. 1.4.1 The Second Tense used in quoting or attributing a subjective 83 claim, thought or statement 
that is thereby more or less strongly discredited ( 4< ... so they say ” would approximately convey this mean¬ 
ing); Second Present (very rarely. Sec. Perfect); all persons; affirmative only? 


74 Jones I977:I79ff. (“ high/mid-level themes, to define or open a subject area”, 184). 

74 von der Gabelentz 1975:136f., 156. 

77 Cf. Tobler I899:l8ff., Ebeling 1905:137-142 (“Che hai paura?“. esp. 140), von der Gabelentz 1901:183. Note 
also the unmistakable functional affinity with the English tag-construction: “ He ran, didn’t he?”. 

74 Shisha-Halevy I976b:363. 

74 Cf. Polotsky 1964:271 f. (= CP 56f.), I976:§2.7 (for ME, cf. Junge 1978:§8.4.2). 

•• Polotsky !950:80ff. <= CP 215ff.); cf. Quecke 1979:443f. 

41 See §7.2.1.1.2. In the “ Vita Monachorum “ passages we also come upon the special jussive €TMTP€H“, very common in 
the non-Shenoutean Leipoldt's No. 76 {IV 129-153, see note in the Appendix) but also found in IV 171.17: jussive €TP€H- IV 71.14, 
neg. €TN- 66.12 (see Ch. 7, note 63). 

44 Cf. Ros£n 1957:149 (the Greek “Second Tense” in this function). 

44 Cf. Polotsky I944:39ff. (= CP !43ff.): here at least Stern (§§601, 372) is vindicated. 
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(A 1 56) NETXUJ MMOC ZPAI N2HTE XE-ENSUJNE, CEOYUIM... (sim. EM9UINE IV 85.26, 154.26) / (K 9028 ro) 
EYMEEYE XE-EYON2, 6YMOOYT; AYUJ EYMEEYE XE - EY2HN E20YH EF1NOYTE, EYOYHY EBOA MMOM / (III 92.21) 
EYAUJ MMOC AE-EYMAHA EMEYP-2UJB 84 / (RE 10 159 b 30ff.) MnEMBUIK EXMriAZHT ENE2 AE-EI+-CBUJ H A£-£l" 

xnio... / (P 130 s 70 nz) netxuj mmoc ae (e)ncooyn mmoh (sim. Ch. 179.41 ff.) / (HI 123.2, 150.29) (“ say¬ 
ing”) AE-EIAI MMOOY N60NC, AE-EIMOCTE MMOOY (sim. 139.17, 124.17f., 143.21, 133.20, 123.If.) 85 / (/// 
117.27f.) AIAOOC AHOK ZMflAlSAI HTAMNTAOHT AE-NTASNAY HdinAOEIC AE - ... / (IV 200.20) ANETMflEHKUlTE 
MEEYE AE-NTAHflUJSC. Additional exx.: HI 124.18, 141.24, IV 102.20f., Ryl. Cat. 32 (No. 68 (2). Rare 
instances of undiscredited (yet equally subjective) quotation: (A I 248, of a wine) SAYXOOC epos ae- 
CHAAAUJ / (A I 258) OYN2ENKOOYE AE ON ESAYOYUJM MIIETZIBOA MMOOY (i.e. of the fruits) XEH20A6 (i.e. 
AE- EH"?) AYU) EHKIUIOY AYUJ ENANOYH. 

2.1.4.2 Lemmatic EHCUJTM: rare (cf. §2.7.2.4). (Ch. 81.6f.) kaitoite AYAOOC ae EH2KAEIT (Esau; 
this may however be the circumstantial of Gen. 25:29) / (IV 181.11) OY AE nE “ EYOYH2 ncujoy ” (the 
source text, 181.1 Of., has netepenoyoy OYH2 NCUJOY. The answer here reveals a different, somewhat sur¬ 
prising possibility 88 : “ OYH2 NCUJOY” nE AE - ). 

2.1.5 EBOA ah AE - (“ not because ”), 2UJC EtUAE- (“ as if”) + Second Tense. These are two co- 
textual constellations apparently calling (as an option) for a higher focality of the included verb: 

(a) EBOA an AE - /EBOA AE- (less common) + Second Present/Perfect; affirmative only; usually in 
strongly antithetic environment (focus of contrast) 87 ; the Sec. Tense in the first or both terms of the anti¬ 
thesis, occasionally varying with a Basic Tense. (A 2 299-300) EBOA AN A£ - NTAnAl AIBE AH2E E2PAI EHPIME 
/ (A I 44) EBOA AN A£ - NTAHP-fl€600Y NZOYO EPON AflNOYTE dUJNT EPOS AHMOOYTM... AAAA EBOA AE“NTA 
NE200Y MfiEHUlNZ AUJK EBOA / (K 9315) (“the arrogant man cannot accept the moral principle”) EBOA 
AN AE-EMAOCE ETlAOrOC NH€rPA*H / (A 1 131-2) (“he violated his oath”) EBOA AN AE-EHP-20TE H EHHJIJ1E, 
AAAA EBOA NTOH AE - AnOYUia NNPUIME NTM EZPAI EYCAZOY / (P 130' 139 TME)... EBOA AN AE-ETETNHJAAT 
NTETNNHCTEIA MNTETHMEAHTH, AAAA EBOA NTOH AE - NTETNAHK AN EBOA 2NTME2-EIATTHYTN. Also A I 

53, III 66.2f., 116.18f., 1 Vess. 9 86b 30ff. 

(b) (2UJC) EMJAE + Second Perfect. Affirmative only; perhaps in complementary distribution with 
2 UJC ehjae + circumstantial for the Bipartite 88 (cf. the Second Perfect aliomorph after the irrealis ENE-): 
(A 2 33) (2A2 EAYTAKO 2NOYCSJNE) 2UIC EtUAE-NTAOYZATHY HJE4 - nEYOYUJ"J EBOA / (III 208.5) AINAY ANOK 
EOYA E5SIAE-NTAMTA2E-0Y20H H OYAPAKUIN 89 / (III 215.23f.) 2UJC ESJAE-NTAJIHI THPH 2MOOC H KIM N2A2 
NCOn / (A 2 362) 2UJC E«JA€-NTAYTUJM NNBAA NTEIMINE NPUJME — NTAYTOMOY TAP AAH6UJC, cf. Ill 96.25, 
parall. Or. 161.37ff.; see next paragraph. 


M In (/// 45.5) (“ raise their hands ”) X€-€Y»AHA we may have a circumstantial after A€- “as if...” (sim. to2UiC €^X€- 4- circ., 
Sms ha-Hale vy 1972 :§3.2.4.5). 

85 When the person indicated is different from the speaker, we may have here instances of indirect-speech shifting (III 
91.15f. X€-€MC€Y2-MHH“*€, 133.20 X€“€HMOCT€ MMON) or, much more frequently, unshifted person (/// !24.17f. X€-€K2tl hhon 
N tfONC) or, also very common, quoted reference in terms of “ real person ” (III 123.2 X€-€lAi mmooy n^onc). These phenomena, 
which belong in the sphere of “ Erlebte Rede “ (“ style indirecte libre “) and the formalities of inclusion and cohesion, need 
yet to be thoroughly investigated. 

M Cf. RE 10 159a I3flf. (parall. BM 253 NH) €TB€OY AIAOOC X€-tiuujn€ (referring to the preceding N€TTOOH€ €POM AYUJ 
€MTOOM€ 6POOY) / (A 2 492) (AYCOKK NAY €nA20Y) COKH €nA20Y n€... / (A 2 245) (AMTNNOOYH) TNNOOYH TUJN. See §2.7.2.4. 

w Cf. POLOTSKY 1944:39 (= CP 143), 53 f. (= CP I56f.). 

88 Shisha-Halevy 1972:§§3.2.4.3-4. Consider 2UJC €«#A€ + circ. future (Ch. 22.34AT.), rarely, 4- circ. perfect (IV 92.6), 4- 
neg. circ. pres. (IV 115.25). Note the zero alternant before a Nominal Sentence (Ch. 30.36f., Wess. 9 87b 21f., IV 182.7f. etc). 
I admit the evidence for the circumstantial (as against Sec. Present) aliomorph is not strong; however, the evidence for (N6€) 
ZUJC - with €A4- and circ. Nominal Sentence (ibid. §§3.2.4.1.2) is corroborating. 

m Cf. Shisha-Halevy 1972:§3.2.4.4 for the syntax of “ reporting a vision ”. 
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2.1.6 The rare parenthetic second tense occurs in interruptions of a narrative stretch, by which 
the narrator intercalates (or often “ postcalates ”) his opinion or persona! attitude (“narrator’s aside”), 
but also meets the need to clarify or justify a particular choice of words. Note the unmistakable role 
which particles play here 90 . We find the Sec. Perfect, affirmative and negatived: (Or. 161.37ff., parall. 
Ill 96.25) 2UJC €»X€“NTAYnui»C N2HT — NTAYrumyc TAP (sim. A 2 369, quoted in the prec. paragraph) / 
(A 2 246) ...€ANNAY 60Y0N — NTANCUJTM AN — €AHKA“N€H«*HP€ €BOA ZMnMOOY. 

2.1.7 Less schematizable, but still to some extent predictable, are miscellaneous circumstances in 
which the autofocal Second Tense occurs: 

2.1.7.1 In disjunctive configurations (COfl — con — , 20€In€ — 20€IN€ —, etc.), varying with Basic 
Tenses; affirmative only; Second Aorist, Second Present. 

(A 1 249, coll.) NPUJM6 N€: con M€H €»AYAI-H€, COn A€ ON €*!JAY2J'X0A; COfl ^AYCUJTM, COfl A€ yAY~ 
P-ATCUJTM; 26N200Y ^AYTBBOOY, 2CN200Y A€ ON €^AYAA2HOY; 2CNCHY €«JAYP-2THY 6AN N6YNOB6, 26NCHY 
A€ ON eyAYKTOOY €2PAI €POOY; 26NOYOCIS €»AYPIM€ A€“AYAAY, 2€NK€OYO€l“J €“JAYPAy€... 2€N€BOT H 
2€NPOHn€ €9 AYP-N AfAGON, 2 CNPOHfl€ 6HIAYP-MNTAC6BHC NIM / (///42.19f.) (TAI T€ 8€ €T€P€riNOYT€ 01“ 
KONOHCI MflPUJME KATAfl€T€2NAH), 206IN6 M6N C^AYKAAY NC6UICK 2MniHA, 26NKOOY6 C^AYHITOY CBOA 
TAXH. Also HI 110.9ff., IV 8.Ilf., perhaps Berl. SitZ. 20IH€ TAP €YAU) HMOC A€“... 26NKOOY6 A€ AC“... 
26NKOOY6 AC A€“... 20INC A€ 6YAUJ MHOC *€“... HHANIXAIOC A€ CYAUI HMOC A€~..., unless here the A€“dauses 
are focalized; Ench. 78a. 

2.1.7.2 In the second or both terms of antithetic configurations 91 ; affirmative, negative; Second 
Present, Aorist, Perfect. 

( Ch . 207.19ff., Sh.? adaptation of the famous Mark 5:39) MnCflAlKAlOC TAP HOY AAAA CHNKOTK / (/// 
7l.!8f., possibly a case of circumstantial + Sec. Perfect) 2NAAY nim CMnOYaumrr... AAAA CNTAY0YUJ2 
CPOOY N20Y0 / (III 33.9f.) Mfl€H0YW2 €TOOTH €»AX€... AAAA NTAHPflK€P“2THH CANNCMNOBC / (III 108.9) 
OY MONON A€“NTNX€“AAAY NAY AN, AAAA (€)NPmC€flAPAKAA€l ; for OY HONON see §1.3.11.2.1.1 ; for “PnK€“, 

§3.3.1 (a similar example: Ch. 157.20ff.) / (///212.7ff.) nerxuj hmoc xc-AICOYN-iT, €N€IP€ nnai ntan- 
p-ATCOOYN MMOH N20Y0 / (IV 157.21 ff.) (Instead of plucking the plant) ntaytukc MMOH NTOH. Similar exx.: 
Ill 40.1 Iff., 76.19ff. (parall. Ch. 171.7ff.), A 2 241. 

2.1.7.3 Varia. (a) The Second Tense in apodosi (cf. Shisha-Halevy 1973): (K 926) €l“JANKPlNe 
MMOK... €IP“NOB€, €K“JANKPIN€ MMO ...6KP“NOB€; (Wess. 9 110a Ilf.) CI^ANXOOC N€ €IP“NOB6 / (IV 79-80) 
n€TNAPANA9 €POl H NHCtUK MMOl NANA2... CYP-N0B6. These examples may, however, all be cases of fo¬ 
calized object (§2.3.1; cf. “CKXI-60A”, and (c) below). 

(b) “Dramatic” Second Present (“ Koinzidenzfall ”) 92 : (/// 29.27f.) ANOK zujuit ON €IKUJTH“XAA€ 
XAA€ AYU1 6INOYA €TTUJM€, perhaps (IV 64.26f.) nAI A€ CiXUJ MMOH A€“. 


•° Cf. Shisha-Halevy 1976a:37 n. 18. Basic (durativc) tense (opistho-)parentheses: ...NHflUJZ AC ON — nriHZ PU) (/// 113.13f.) 
T6ACIOI 6G 2IOYCOT1... €BOA XC-+6AIHY PUI 2NNA2BHYC (A 1 70) / “ NCNNA2W AN RC ” — MnOY PUI {IV 96-7; Leipoldt: 44 locus 
corruptus ”) / nNOYT€ nxocic IICXC It NASAATN CBOA MM04 — H CC^AAT PUI {A 2 24. Cf. >4/135 HNACI TAP H AHCI PUI / 
(A 1 132) ...X€“€Y€MOY H PUI AYHOY / (A 1 150) A nAI ACA1 H HNAACAI PUI — instances of the figura Sinuthiana) / nciHi cnejiuinc 
COSMIIH H NXACIC — CCO PUI NXACIC (A 2 8) /KAN CHIXC-+MC2 <S€ N»m€ TCNOY... — +MC2 TAP AAHOUIC — 20MIUIC (sic)... {A 2 464). 
" POLOTSKY 1944:39f. (= CP 156f.). 

M This may be related to the 44 synchronous present ”, 44 Koinzidenzfall ” or, as it is usually known today, 44 performative 
discourse ” role of the Second Present, which I find well attested outside Shenoute (esp. in documentary or epistolary formulae): 
“ hereby... ”, an act meant to be considered as carried out at the very time of — and by — being announced. Consider the 
formulary CICTOIXCI ( 4 ‘ I concur with ”), ciZOHOAOrci ( 4 ‘ I admit, agree ”), CIO MMNTPC ( 44 1 testify ”), CIUIPK ( 44 J swear ”), CHONAY- 

NCYC ( 44 1 vouch for ”), Ciam-TuiPC ( 44 1 promise ”), as well as the less formulary or non-formulary Clt (CBOA) (“I sell ”, Till, Rechts - 
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(c) Occasional instances of Second Perfect predicating P- (cf. (a) above; is the object of P-, or the whole 
‘ p -+- object' syntagm focalized?): (IV 67.2f.) CEOYON2 EBOA... AE-ntayp-AT<som / (IV 199.7f.) A2NPUJME 

(sic) €1 59APOI... ETBENEYTBNOOYE, AE-ME»AK ENTAYP-2IK EPOOY. 

2.2 The heterofocal second-tense construction: # sec. tense conj.-form -> modifier # 
— focalization pattern (2) 

In Polotsky's analysis, this is the original, core model: a master structure, which he identifies with, 
or approximates to, the Bipartite pattern, and from which he deduces the nominal (substantival) nature 
of the Second Tense, its “ transposed " status and the transformative shift of the modifier, from adjunctal 
to predicative status. The * theme -*■ rheme ’ arrangement of the nexus terms is here the “ classic ” one 
which (when pertinent, i.e. not conditioned by internal — focus — or external factors) is integrated in 
a thematic progression , or gradual, concatenated evolvement of the communication B3 . 

2.2.1 The focus constituency is here the largest of all focal paradigms, and is impressively close 
to that of the adverbal adjunctal modifier (§1.1.2.1). Both lists being open-ended, it is difficult to estimate 
to what degree they overlap. 

€- (Ch. I6.47ff.), EflAlNAH (§1.3.7.3), ETPE- (Ch. 129.2ff.), € + inf. (/// 191.26f.). 

EBOA 2N- (Ch. 34. 18 fr.)/ 2 ITN- (Ch. 9.5ff.) / TUIN (A 1 281, §2.6.3.2) 

620YN E- (Ch. 20.3If.). 

EAN- (Ch. 152.30ff.). 

ETBE- (III 122.24f.), ETB6A6- (HI 100.16f.). 

kata- (IV 16.2f.). 

N-/MMO- (dir. obj., IV 51.16f.; introd. predicative, III 67.12; “ in, at, by ”, Wess. 9 87a llff.). 

N-/HA- (III 165.16ff.). 

MN- (III 98.3,7,10). 

NNA2PN- (III 134.15). 

MCA- (Ch. 55.8ff.). 

nPOC- (P 130* 80 ro). 

OYBE- (/// 65.14). 

»A- (Ch. 28.38f.). 

2A- (Ch. 17.24ff.). 

2A2TN- (Miss. 283). 

21- (Ch. 25.14ff.). 

2ITN- (III 28.25f.). 

2IAN- (III 80.25f.). 

2H- (Ch. 14.32ff.). 

2IUC- (Ch. 97.21 ff.). 

AE- (var. roles; III 137.23ff., Ch. 62.If., Wess. 9 149a-b). 

AEKAC (HI 120-7ff.). 

AIN- (Ch. 65.15ff.). 

Clause Conjugations (EHSAN-, 9ANTE-, NTEPE- (?) A 2 51, 87; not conjunctive) 


urk. 27.12; Crum, Coptic Ostraca 139.4), ElMiceOY (“ I lease ", Krall, Rainer 127.9), EinAPAKAAEl (" i beg, appeal ", Till, Oslraca 
243), Eieiine (“ 1 greet Stefanski-Lichtheim, Ostraca 158), eicmoy EPUTTN (“I bless you", Crum, Coptic Ostraca 282), eimoy(“I 
am dying ibid. 267). For this functional category in general and comparative view, see Koschmieder 1965:26-34, 46f.; R. Har¬ 
ris 1972; Grimes *975:7117.; Weinrich 1977:57. 

" J See §2.0.2.3-4. Compare the macro-syntactically marked role of the #subject-cop«/,b-predicate# Nominal Sen¬ 
tence pattern (Shisha-Halevy 1976a:48f.). 
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Circumstantial (III 66.5f.). 

Iteration-marked noun syntagms (§1.3.3). 

The theme/topic constituency: E-/EPE- converted Bipartite, aorist (affirmative), adjective-verbs, 
OYNTA-, «J«JE, (E)NT-converted perfect. The nexus is here affirmative or negated: §2.9.1.2. 

2.2.2 General observations. (1) For relatively few — even if, in absolute numbers, common — 
members of the above list, notably ETBE-, (€BOA) 2ITN-, (2PAI, EBOA) 2N-, 2I-, EAN~, N- (NT€12€, NA«J N-) f 
there is an opposition or a compexly conditioned alternation with the focus-initial patterns: see §§2.4-6 
below, esp. 2.6.4; those patterns have their own focus constituency paradigms, which feature some foci 
here absent (notably -UJC- modifiers). 

(2) For various focalization figures employing this pattern (the complex focus: EYNAAITK €f>xn 
nnim Wess. 9 1 17a 5f.; double focalization: ntanim tcaboh €NIM Wess. 9 110a 9f.; the multiple 
disjoined focus: ntaykaay 2A2TNNIM H 2NA<£ NHI Miss. 283) see §2.7.1; for details concerning the 
syntagmatics of this pattern, for the coordination/disjunction of several themes, and for the isolation 
of the focus among several modifiers, see §2.8.4. 

(3) For basic tense themes with several of these foci (notably TUJN, NOYHP, NA«J N-) see §2.7.3. 

(4) For the focusing modifiers MMATE, MAYAA* and other augentia, co-marking the focus, see §§1.3.1.1, 
2.9.1.2 passim and §6.2.1. EIAU J MMOM AN 2AP0I MAYAAT (IV 96.13) / EHHJOOn 2MHEYAAC MMATE AYUJ 2M“ 
n€Y2HT AN (IV 24.6f.). 

Special observations. (I) For N-/MMO- and the problems involved, see §§1.0.1, 1.1.2.1, etc. It 
is evident that not all of its functional spectrum shares the same focalization properties: while NA“J N26 
“how?" features in both focus- and topic-initial patterns, N- as object-expansion always follows its 
theme, as do most of the more “ lexical " syntagms of N- (for N20Y0 and nteize focalized, see III 131.10, 
Wess . 9 174d 29ff., HI 76.8ff., IV 195.4). 

(2) €-: in MnoYTAAC nan €TP€NC0YN-T€2IH... aaaa ntaytaac nan ecoyn- (III 191.25ff.) we have a 
remarkable instance of the focus being heralded by a cataphoric element in the theme (§5.2.2.1), indicating 
yet again the compatibility of the 4 nucleus - satellite ' and the ‘ theme - rheme ’ dependences (the latter 
is “ mapped on " the former). 

(3) tujn “ where? ", focalizable also in pattern (1), with an immediate explication of the actor-pro¬ 
noun by a noun syntagm, §6.0.1 ; Eayoon tujn T62IH etmmay (A 2 114)/ epeioyaac yioon tujn tenoy (A 2 
53) / ECNA2E €POH tujh (A 2 336; sim. with 2E or 6INE, A / 62, 306, III 72.9f. etc.). “ Whence? " (see Ch. 1, 
footnote 96): €P€COOYN TUJN X€- (A l 67; sim., with €IM€ or COOYN, A I 72, 122, Wess. 9 143d Iff. etc.) 
/ HTAn€IN€2 THPH €1 TUJN €2PAI €- (/// 72.24f„ sim. ibid. I7f., 87.12) / €P€NCUJNT NA«JUJn€ TUJN H €BOA 
2ITNHIM (A 2 412). For TUJN following a Basic Tense, see §2.7.3.2.3. 

(4) The circumstantial focus features in some typical focalization figures, such as the “ Wechsel- 
satz "-like # €H— €H— # construction and the “ No sooner... than... " combination: see (with further 
reff.) §2.7.1.1. Some non-rhetorical examples: NAI A€ €IAUJ MMOOY €iOY€«l“TNOOHP€ (sic) €N€NP€HAl-2An 
(P 130 s 40 Mr) / NAI €P€€IP€ MMOOY TENOY EPECOOYN (III 206.13) / ETETNAKPINE MMOI EI2ATHTHYTN AN 
(III 25.17f.) / NTAHAOEIC KAAH AN EH^M-^OM EnPUJME, AAAA EPEflPUJME *M-*OM EPOH (Ch. 16-17): these last 
examples call our attention to the fact that the circumstantial, even when not focal, is an adnexal modi¬ 
fication form, i.e. it adjoins a nexus or predicative dependence to a verb or noun (§7.1.3). In the focalized 
circumstantial we have a “ promoted " or marked degree of adnexation. Some figure-type instances 
of this kind may belong rather to the focus-initial pattern (6): EYMOCTE mmujtn an EYAUJ nhtn NNAI ( Wess. 9 
158a 30ff.) / eitoama eiauj nnai (Mun. 96). 
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(5) €AH- occurs theme-like in a few instances 94 , always in contrastive context : ACt-OYW HOY; NOY- 
THHB6 AN H NTOM K6M6AOC, AAAA 6AC+-OYUJ NNKAPIIOC NTAIKAIOCYNH ( Ch. 183.2ff.) “ ... but it is the fruits 
of righteousness it sprouted ” / €P€Tn€ H n€CT€P€UJMA KH AN €2PAI €AN2€NMA NT€nKA2 N6€ NTH6AUIT 
€TKH CAMF1HI, AAAA 6AHOHTH 2NT€HdOH (Ch. 59.46ff.) “ ... but it is with His power that He fastened it ”. 
As appears from two other examples (Ch. 171.1 Off. = III 76.20ff. and III I63.19ff.), these are perhaps 
better interpreted as cases of the non-thematic circumstantial premodified by the constrastive conjunct 
rather than focalization patterns. 

2,2.3 Some assorted examples. Affirmative nexus: (P 130 5 79 A, not Sh.?) NTAn€i“JAA€ dUJAn €POi 
AI€IH€ €POH T€NOY 2NT€IPOMn€ TAI / (ibid. 61 A€) €P«JANn€2MOY A€ BAAB6 6YNAMOA2M NOY / (A I 104) 
HTOK TAP 6TC00YN A€-€lO NA» N2€ (“ ... how I am (physically)”; sim. 95 A 2 516 “ ... how they 
stand ”, Or. 154.39f.) / (Ch. 54.19AF.) TOY6PHT6 EOBOOfl 2HnaUHA €TB€M009€ / (IVess. 9 86a 16ff.) NTA- 
nCITAKO H+AEIHC €1 €2PAI €AMn€IMHH«f€ NO€ Mn»UJ2 NOYKATAKAYCHOC MnOYO€l» AE-OYMONON A€~Mn€OYA 
NOYdC NOYA, AAAA A€-N6YPniC€PA»9€ 2NTMNTAC6BHC / (III 45.22IT.) CT€TN“llUPn HMUTTN NNIM; €T€TN»M«J€ 
NNIH; CTCTNA+-2HY NOY €T€TN+-N«JOT NNETN2HT; / (A I 80) €INA«HI NNABAA €POK NA«J N2€ / (Ch. 55.241T.) 
ANAY €fl20Y€nPO*HTHC IUI2ANNHC A€-€M9AA6 NA» N2€. For the last two exx. see §2.6.3. 

Negated nexus (§2.9. 1 .2): (III 21.10) NTAICOYUJN6 TAP AN NBPP6 / (A 2 403) N€HNA«IAA€ TAP AN 2A- 
POH MAY A AH, AAAA €MNAA€“n€TMNACOTM€H / (IV 51.16f.) NN6YCUIB6 AN H2€NKOOY€, AAAA €YCUJB€ MMOOY 
MAYAAY / (III 74.4ff.) MONON C^AYKUIT AN MflHI MnAOEIC flNOYTE A€’€NNAMO«9TH A6N6MCOYTUJN AYUJ 
A€N€N€CUM, AAAA A€-€N€MO«JTN ANON N2HTH AE~€NO NA£ N2€ / (A 2 51) ENAIATN AN A6-OYN-OYPAN 
2IAUIN, AAAA 6NAIATN €P»ANnCUJTHP ic NA2M6N. 


2.3 The heterofocal second-tense construction: # second-tense conjugation-form + 
pronoun/noun syntagm # — focalization pattern (3) 

Here we witness the focalization of the actants: (pro)nominal actor as well as the object-expansion. 
According to Polotsky 9 *, this is again a secondary use, even in synchronic view. In broader structura- 
delineation, our pattern will have to be confronted with the Cleft Sentence with (pro)nominal vedette 
(Polotsky 1962a), and arrive at a statement of opposition and neutralization 97 , of macro-syntactic cir¬ 
cumstances favouring the one construction or the other. The concurrence of the two patterns is especially 
striking with the interrogative , i.e. inherently focal, members of the focus paradigm. Here I believe we 
are dealing with a stylistically variant construction, rather than a functionally opposed one. Note the 
unmistakably colloquial flavour of idiomatic expressions like 6KA6-OY “What do you say?”, EKP-OY 
“ How are you doing? ”. Here, however, I shall simply present the classified evidence for the Second- 
Tense pattern in Shenoute. 


23.1 Focalized object-expansion. The focus constituency: interrogative pronouns (inher¬ 
ently focal): OY “ what? ”, nim “ who? ”, A«J (N-) “ what...? which...? ”, OYHP “ how much? ”. Non- 
inter rogative: noun syntagms - determinators (n- OY- 0-, §5.1.1.0.1) expanded by noun lexemes; n- ex- 


M Cf. Polotsky 1944:48f. (= CP 152f.). See below, §2.5, for €AM- as post-focal theme-topic. 
w Polotsky 1940:245 (= CP 37). 

M See Polotsky 1944:3! ( = CP 135), 5If. ( = CP 155f.). This is, in a way. tantamount to describing as “ secondary ” the 
use of the English “ that... “ as glose-t orm in Cleft Sentences with a (pro)nominal vedette (“It was my father that gave me 
the tie as a present “), cf. Polotsky 1944:§2I. This is worth considering diachronically, but is synchronicaiiy unhelpful See Rosen’s 
(1957) non-hierarchic presentation (esp. p. I41flf.) of the foci for the Greek “ Second Tenses *\ 

w Cf. Polotsky 1944:§§20, 22; see §2.7.1.2 below for Cleft Sentence -f Sec. Tense configurations. 
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panded by a relative form (indeterminable substantivized relative 98 ); t)\e possessive pronoun ru- expanded 
by a noun syntagm; indefinite pronouns: OY “ something ”, OYHP “ so much perhaps also personal 
pronoun + augens (A 2 238, quoted below). Noteworthy is the focalization of X6-OY “(saying) what?”, 
where X€- forms part of the valency of XUJ “ say ”, and is cataphorically represented in the verbal nucleus 
(the theme; again, nexal dependence is mapped on a ‘nucleus - satellite’ phrase). The theme consti¬ 
tuency: Second Present and Future, Second Perfect (noticeably less common), butta*, Second Aorist. 
The nexus is affirmative only for interrogative foci, otherwise both affirmative and negated (by AN), 
§2.9.1.3. 

Documentation: affirmative nexus: (A 2 509) €iNAX€-OYHP tenoy; / (A 2 512) €)NAT*Ai€-Atf mmeaoc 

NTAKA-A9, H 6 INAP-AMM6 AOC NTAAAIflUJPOC NTAMAKAPIZC NA«J / (A 2 17) 6KP-OY NTOK N2HTOY; (sim. 

€H(NA)POY “What does/will do...?”, “How is...?”, A 1 201 / P 130 2 75 ro 6YP-OY NOYAPIA xiNMri€lNAY 
NTACOYUKn I A 2 86, 481, 341, Ch. 117.6f., 166.48f., 7/7 49.19, IV 98.25f., etc.). 

€IX€-0Y (A 2 366, P 130 4 99 vo etc.) but more usually €(H)XUJ MMOC X€~OY (A 2 58, Ch . 143.36ff.), also Sec. 
Future, Perfect ( A 2 56, 397, 387, IV 186.13 answered by ri€XAH X€“, pointing to suppletion between xui 
and n€XA-). 

X€-OY expands other verbs in the Second Tense, without cataphoric reference: OYtUHJB (Ch. 132.26flf., 
Sec. Perf.); P-20T6 (777 I05.29f., Sec. Pres.); +-2An ( P 131 4 86 PA )\(P 131* 19 Mr)EMNTAN-OY mmay; €NN“ 
TAN-POCIC MMAY / (Ch. 28.46f.) €MNATA2€“NIM / ( Wess. 9 I7lc 2 ff.) NTAIX€-n€+COOYN MMOH / (A 2 509) 
€KOYUIM~NOB€ AYUI OY2P€ AN / (Wess. 9 171d Iff.) N€T«IOOn TAP MNF1AIABOAOC €»AYCOYH“NAnAIABOAOC 
Al-dOA (€HXI“<50A) is focal only (777 187.18f., IV 51.17, 64.26f., Ch. 185.34f., etc. — it can of course be 
circumstantial, i.e. non-initial: Ch. 185.45f., 187.51) / (Mun. 102) €«JX€-MnOYKA-nNOYT€ NAY €l€ €Y- 

NAKA-PUIME; 

Negated nexus (rare): (A 2 238-9) €NNA«JXOOY THPOY an / ( Wess. 9 171c 6f.) ONTUJC €IXI-<50A AN / 
(Ch. 96.9f.) NTAIX€-0Y«IAX€ AN N20Y0 (“I have not said a single superfluous thing”) / (7F94.3ff.) €“IAY- 
9UJUJd€-nUJN€ AN H NC€nOA2H NdlN€TNAXUJPn €POM, AAAA €«IAYyMllUld€ NTOOY €BOA 2ITOOTN (“ It is not 

the stone which is wounded or cut by those who stumble against it; it is rather they who are wounded 
by it ” — the first part of the translation is not literal). 

2.3.2 Focalized actor expression is much less usual. Focus constituency: interrogative pro¬ 
nouns: NIM, A«i, OYHP (Thompson E vo); non-interrogative foci are rare and mostly found in ambiguous 
examples: personal pronoun + augens; nAl; the expanded determinators n-, OY. Theme constituency 
(in order of frequency); Second Perfect (the only form with interrogative foci), Second Future, Present. 
Nexus: affirmative only. 

Documentation: (A 2 18) ntanim n«jujc en €2 ka-necooy 2 Mno 2 € ayui t«jaip€ zmiitpemmoy... (sim. 
HTANIM €N€2... w : A 2 151, 153, 518, Berl. 1613 Tie) / (P 131 6 4 vo) €P€NIM NANA NAN / (Ch. 203.51f.) 
NTAA4J N6KKAHCIA P-2UIB / (Ch. 24.53ff.) TAOKIMH TAP €P€0Y2€AniC 6NANOYC OYH2 NCIUC NNA2PN” (or is 
NCIUC/NNA2PN- focalized ?) / (A 2 299-230) (€B0A AN X€-NTAnAI AIB€ AM2€ €2PAI e<PIM€) NTAP€ntU«JC N2HT 
nto €P€PIM€ 62PAI €XUN “ ... it is you rather who have cried yourself into a stupor ”; similarly IV 94.3ff. 
(eyAY“NmU4€-nuiN€ AN)... AAAA €ujayujuhu*€ NTOOY €BOA 2ITOOTN “ ... it is they rather who are wounded 
by it ”. 


M Sec §3.1.1.2.1. 

n See §1.3.6 for the syntax of €N€2. 
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2.4-6 Focus-initial patterns 

2.4 Heterofocal second-tense construction: # modifier -> sec.-tense conjugation-form # 

— FOCALIZATION PATTERN (4) 

2.4.0.1 In the following paragraphs, we consider a set of patterns (which are reminiscent of Western- 
type Cleft Sentences, §2.0.2.2.4) in which the focus precedes the topicalization form, and the focalization 
is (co-)signalled by a tagmemic feature of arrangement — the initial placement of the focus 10 °. I shall 
consider the following complexities involved: (a) Pattern selection — patts. (2) vs. (4-5) —, rule-ordered, 
determined by the macro-syntactic relationships of the patterns, (b) The distinct focality type or grade 
of the initial focus, wherever an opposition obtains between it and the post-theme focus, (c) In the focus- 
initial patterns, the determination of the topic form by morphosyntactic factors: Tripartite/Bipartite, 
affirmative/negative topic and nexus. (Among topic forms here we must consider the morphologically 
unmarked Basic Tenses [§2.6.2].) (d) Idiosyncratic properties of focus classes or individual foci (inter- 
rogative/non-interrogative; NAiH N2E, etbeoy, eboa TUJN). (e) The existence of a pattern for which the 
topic form — em(na)-, esah- — cannot be disambiguized: a syncretism neutralization of Second Tense 
and circumstantial: pattern (6). In §2.6.4. below, 1 shall attempt to sketch the structural picture emerging 
from the data of §§2.4.1-2.6.3. 

2.4.1 Focalization pattern (4). Focus constituency. Of the interrogative foci so typical of 
patts. (5) and (6), none is here focalized. We find here only the peculiar €BOA TUJN, dealt with in detail 
in §2.6.3. Non-interrogative modifiers (in order of frequency): ETBE- (esp. ETBEI1AI, ETBHHT**); (2PAI/ 
EBOA) 2N- (often in the distinctive 2MnAi —); (EBOA) 2ITN-; NTEI2E; 6XN-; mnnciuc; MOTIC 101 ; NTEPE-, 
20C0N. Topic constituency: only NTAHCUITM. Nexus: affirmative; negated (by — AN after the focus: 

§2.9.2.1). 

Documentation: affirmative : (III 26.8) CTBCtlAl NTAneiNOC NCA20Y ei E2PAI exm- / ( Leyd. 410) 
EXMflAI ENTAHEI E2PAI CniSIUINE / ( Wess. 9 131a 2ff.) EBOA TUJN NTA2UJPirCNHC CUJOY2 E20YN... / (P 131 5 
67 vo) ZMnAi on ntahxooc XE... NTAnxocic XOOC ON ETBEnAl XE-. Note the chiastic arrangement, re¬ 
curring in this pattern combined .with pattern (2); also Wess. 9 144b-c, 153b-c, etc. / (Cat. 42.22) NTEI2E 
TAP ENTANEIOYAAI (sic) AIBE / ( Wess. 9 152c 17ff.) ZITMI1AI ON NTAYXOOC N<SINErPA*H XE” / (P 131 4 
88 PAr) 2PAI 2N TMNTXAXE... NTACP-20Y0 NkSITAT AftH / (III 210.2If.) MNNCUJC NTANAI THPOY CUJOY2 EPOC 

"Only afterwards did all those (soil, demons) gather against it (soil, the misguided soul)”; v.l. Basic 
Perfect / (A 2 430, not Sh.) NTEPEHTClOH mmoh (i.e. of the honey) NTAnEHCTOMAXOC ANATPEnE / (IV 162.2f.) 
20C0N AnAi t-TUJM E20YN NTAriAi entujh (sic) eboa (i.e. tehnazbe; the sense here is "as soon as...”; 
see §7.2.3.2). 

Negated nexus (affirmative topic only ) l0i : (A I 113) ETBEMnEOOOY AN MAYAAY 2PAI N2HTE NTAfUl- 

«jwne / ( Wess. 9 144c 24ff.) ETBcnEOBBio an mayaam ntahxooc XE... Additional exx.: 7/7 24.23 (focus: 
Monc), 76.8 (NTEI2E), Ch. 136.41ff. (2PAI 2N), A 2 499 (2NOYCOOYTN), P 130* 68 Pn (ETBE-), 71 PnS (EBOA 

2ITOOT-). 

2.5 The circumstantial topicalization: # modifier/(pro)noun -> circumstantial con¬ 
jugation-form # — FOCALIZATION PATTERN (5) 

100 Mentioned in passing by Polotsky 1944:44 {= CP 148), and (with reference to negation) in !960a:§32. If one is to 
judge by these statements, Polotsky recognizes solely a # focus + Sec. Tense # pattern. See also Stern §521. 

101 See §§1.3.11.6, 7.3.1. 

10 * Cf. Polotsky 1960a:§32. 


AnOr. 53 


Chapter 2. The Adverbal Modifier Focalized 


§2.5.0.1 


2.5.0.1 As may be gathered from the topic and focus constituency lists, this pattern (not mentioned 
as such in the Etudes 103 ) transcends or cuts across a double modular, historically founded dichotomy 
of Polotsky’s: between the “ substantival” (thematic) and “adverbial” (adjunctal) verb-forms 104 , 
and between the two complementary Cleft Sentence patterns — one with initial (pro)nominal vedette 
(focus) and ri€T- glose (theme/topic), and the other with initial Second-Tense theme and subsequent mod¬ 
ifier focus 105 . This pattern could be considered separately as a lower-grade member in the focality 
paradigm, with its topic verging on a marked non-initial verb-form. This is perhaps due to the de¬ 
valuating effect of the inherently focal, hence (in terms of focality grading) not pertinent, interrogative 
pronouns or modifiers. (This is somewhat corroborated by the high incidence of N2A2 NCOfl “ often ”, 
€TB€nAi “ therefore ”, KAAWC “ well ” 106 and other, not characteristically focal premodifiers 107 .) 

2.5.0.2 Two constructions may belong here, which however stand apart: 4 «IANT€0Y ywne ’, rarely 
ujatnay “until when...?”, followed by a circumstantial present or circumstantial negative perfect 108 , 
and 4 €KC + temporal expression + 6H-/AINTA- \ (A 2 105) »ANT€OY «MW1€ €Y€IP€ HN€IBOT€ 2NMMA €T- 
OYAAB / ( ill 36.24f. = Ch. I32.26ff.) 9ANT60Y 66 “IUin€ ANON Mn€NflUJ2 NN6N2HT / (P 131 4 144 PIH) BIAN- 
T€OY 66 «IUin€ €N+ N0Y200Y NCA0Y20OY MFIENKTON €nN0YT6 / (P 131 6 47 ro) »ANT€OY »UJn€ €NMHN €BOA 
2NN€NMNTNA«IT2HT / (K 9068) tBATNAY €MflHTAN28T-nNOYT€ / ( Ryl . Cat . 34, No. 70 CMB) 6ICA0YHP NOY- 
0€\* AINTAnAI TA20H / (A 1 71) €IC20Y0 €€B0T CNAY 6NOYUMSJ €TP€TNP“OY2HT NOYUIT. Although it is 
probable that these are true focalization patterns with the circumstantial, a thematic topicalization con¬ 
stituent, one cannot help feeling that the circumstantial is (also?) in a complementation or contentuali- 
zation relationship with the focus. These constructions must be further investigated, with the syntax 
of time expressions in general. 

2.5.1 Focus constituency: interrogatives: A» f OYHP; na«j N2€, 2ITN0Y; non-interrogative: numbers; 
2A2 N-; 2€N~; (N)2A2 NCOfl, 2€NC0fl, 2€NMHH»€ NCOn 109 ; -UIC-modifiers; €TB€~; 2N“; CIMHTI €“ uo ; 


103 Cf. however I944:48f. (= CP I52f). See Shisha-Halevy 1972:§2.2.1.2, I975:475f.. I976a:36f., I976b:137, 1978. 
For the Cleft Sentence with pronominal vedette and circumstantial glose , cf. Browne 1978b, I979b:202. 

104 Cf. Polotsky*$ most explicit and elaborate exposition of this thesis in 1976, also 1965 (esp. 99 47-50); an early sketch 
is 1944;91(T. (= CP 195ff.). 

106 See Polotsky 1944:57ff. ( CP 161 ff.). Striking analogies to the (partial) overlapping of the Cleft-Sentence patterns are 
to be found in the ongoing blurring of the functional boundaries of the thatlwh-/&-glose markers in the English Cleft Sentence, 
a-jy- in Modem Welsh (in Gaelic, o- is the sole g/o^e-marker). For some comparative notes on the circumstantial g/oje-form, see 
Polotsky 1944:59 (= CP 163) n. 2, Shisha-Halevy I978:64ff. In a different approach, our circumstantial glose may be conceived 
of as a zero conversion or conversion base (cf. Shisha-Halevy 1972:§§2.1.3.l, 2.2.1.3, 2.3.1.2), thus perhaps analogous to the zero- 
marked glose in English: “ It’s on Wednesday the show opens *\ A third alternative would be the interpretation of the circumstan¬ 
tial as a participle form (cf. the Greek “ Second Tenses ”, Ros£n 1957, and Shisha-Halevy 1976c). A construction which recalls 
Gardiner's “ missing link ”, namely a n€T-g/<w after an “ adverbial ” vedette (Gardiner, JEA 33:97f. (1947]) actually occurs in 
Ryl. 368 (Cat. 172). 

l0 * Cf. its native counterpart ‘ OYArAOON n€ + inf. ’, in which OYArABON is microsyntactically predicative, yet macrosyntacti- 
cally thematic (see §7.1.3). 

lV7 Compare the devaluated status of the Welsh (Old to Modern) so-called 44 abnormal order ” (as distinct from the 44 mixed 
order” or 44 mixed sentence ”, a true functionally operative Cleft Sentence): if any element other than the verb opens the clause, 
it is followed by a 44 phantom ” relative: Ef a welei carw 44 He saw a stag ”, At y cwn y doeth ef 44 He went to (look at) the dogs ”, 
Y march a gymerth 44 He accepted the horse ” (from the MW Pedeir Keink Y Mabinogi). Is our circumstantial also but a marked 
non-initial verb form? 

l0# Se$ (with reff.) Shisha-Halevy 1976b:361ff.; add some exx. quoted here, and the unpubi. non-Shenoutean yet Shenoute- 
emulating BL Or. 8811 with Basic (neg.) Future. 

10# Zero-marked noun syntagm in modifier status, §1.3.2. 

110 Cf. §§1.3.11.6, 7.3.1.1. 
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XINENE2 ; circumstantial present. Topic constituency: (affirmative topic) EAH-, EOYN-, (negatived topic, 
E(N)M(NA)- an; EMI1H-, EMflATH - , 60Y0I AN, 6 + Nom. Sentence + AN. Nexus: affirmative, negated 

(§2.9.2.3). 


2.5.2 Observations. (1) EAH-; Polotsky I944:48f. (= CP 152f.) 111 offers two alternative expla¬ 
nations: it is either a true circumstantial topicalization or a Sahidic relic corresponding to Fayumic AAM- 
(see ibid. 71 = CP 175; 94f. = CP 198f.). (Compare now the “ Middle Egyptian ” Second Perfect E2AH-, 
which may still arguably be circumstantial in form.) With reference to synchronic and internal structure, 
I believe a circumstantial interpretation is inevitable. For eah- as a possible prefocal theme form, see 
§2.2, spec. obs. (5). 

(2) €MnH - ; replacing ETEMI 1 H- (Polotsky 1944:88f. = CP 192f., 1960a:§18), yet compare the Demotic 
i.ir-bn.pn.f sdm (Polotsky 1944:88 = CP 192, Johnson 1976:186f.). (3) ENM — an replaces £T€NH — AN, 
still uniquely attested (Polotsky 1944:89 = CP 193). Incidentally, in all cases of a negatived topic, the 
arrangement factor is neutralized — the focus is always initial. 

2.5.3 Documentation 112 . Affirmative nexus — affirmative or neg. topic; mostly interrogative 
focus: (Ryl. Cat. 34 No. 70 CMC) OYHP NTYflOC MftONHPON EAYXOKOY EBOA / (A l 312) AS NAAOC H AS NCYNA - 
ruim ENTAtiNOYTE +cbui nay znoyuipx NTEN2E (This may be an instance of circumstantial + Sec. Perfect, 
§2.0.1.1.2, i.e. a topic comprising a whole included Cleft Sentence: “ What people or what congregation 
did God like us , firmly teach?”) / ( Wess . 9 147c 22f.) NAS N2E EOYNAAAY soon 2ATEM2H / (A 1 305) 
NAS N2€ EYN06 AN nE nPUIME / (Miss. 278) NAS N2C EOYNOBE NAN AN n£ / (A 2 155) NAS N2E TENOY EOYOI 
AN NNETCUIK NNEYEPHY E2PAI ENI2IEIT ETMMAY NKAKE 2ldOCM / (P 130 2 47 CKT) NAS N2E nETEOYNTAH MMAY 
MnCOOYN NNETPAOH ENHNANAY AN EnArTEAOC... / (Rossi 2/3 76) NAS N2E I1XOEIC NANOYCC AN... E2PAI EXU1, 
H ENMNAPASE AN EXNNENTAYEIPE MfinETNANOYM / (P 1 3 1 6 1 1 7 VO) NAS N2E ENHNAPOEIC AN N20Y0 / ( WeSS . 9 
86b 2 Iff.) 2ITNOY nENTAHP-NAI THPOY NAH N2M2AA... EAMP'EBIHN 2IUIUIH NdlnAAIMOHION ETMMAY / (A 2 301) 
2ENMHHSE NCOn EMATE EMATE EA2A2 NTEIMINE NPUIME + OYBETME, AYUJ EA2A2 P SMMO ETCYNAriUrH / (A 2 7) 
OY TAP NSAXE... EMI1OYP20YEX00Y NNETOYH2 ZNNEITOnOC / (A 1 111) 2A2 NCOn EAnXOEIC nNOYTE... OYUJS 

(sim. Ill 145.25, 146.8, 147.9, 148.1 Iff. us ) / (A 2 90) 2A2 NSAXE NTEI2E EAIXOOY 2MnAMKA2 N2HT... (sim. 
Cat. 42.25) / (III 206.41T.) 2ENMNTPMNZHT 2ENCOOYN 2ENK0CMHCIC 2ENENTOAH EYOYAB (sic) ZENMNTIIAPOE - 
NOC 2ENKE2BHYE MMOI2E EACOYUINOY THPOY (sim. A l 113 2EN2BHYE 2ENTUJS EAAAY...) / (III 69.18f.) TA- 
|OY MNCNAY EAYXnOOY AYUU EAHXO EBOA ENENTAYMICE NTEYXPIA / (A 2 318-19, coll.) ETBENENXUI2M MNNEN- 
CUIUIH... nXOEIC AYUi nAITEAOC EMnATHBUJA EBOA NMMAN (v.l. MnATM") / (IVess. 18 140b 8ff.) 2NNAI ON THPOY 
EMI1EY2HT 4N-APIKE EPOOY AN / (Or. 160.3ff.) ESXE - £TBHHTK W nMAI2HAONH EMZOOY EAnPUIME NEX-TEHC2IME 
EBOA / (BMCat. 92, No. 211 2 ro) AIKAIUJC EAMP-SMMO EPO / (HI 56.17f.) MESAK TAP EHAOKIMAZE NTECA- 
TAnH EAHZOnH EPOC nPOCOYKOYI. 

Negated nexus - affirmative topic: (Leyd. 390) mh ETBENEI2BHYE an hteimine EAnsAXE ETCH2 xooc 
NAN XE- / (IVess. 9 106a 7ff.) MH ETBETMNTCTMHT AN EANAI ETMMAY XUIK EBOA N2UIB NIM EHAHOYH... (cf. the 

parall. P 130 2 71 pne, quoted §2.6.2). 


111 Earlier discussions: Stern §423 (Ming. 119 = III 50.1, transl. as a Cleft Sentence with conditional glose)\ Sthndorff 
1904:§328 (“ main clause ”); Levy 1909:§254 (“ main clause "); Spiegelberg 1 909: 1 56f.; Edgerton 1935:260; Till §334 (“ Sec. 
Tense ”, following Polotsky). 

111 Some non-Shenoutean exx. for the circumstantial topic (see Polotsky 1944:48f. = CP 152f.): Besa ed . Kuhn 32.16 
(NASI N2€), BLOr. 8811 CA (€TB€~, bis). Sap. 16:1 (€TB€rui) durative negative, €N4(na)-an: Rom. 8:32 (Morgan; NASI N2€), // 
Cor. 3:8 (NASI N2€), Heb. 2:11 (CTBCnAi), Col. 2:5 (2N-), Eccles. 8:16 (2N-). 


115 Note the specially high incidence of this pattern in Leipoldt’s No. 40 (///116-151, esp. 141ff.), with its numerous paragraphs 
introduced by €TB0iAi. 
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Additional exx.: HI 207.21f. (MASH N2€ ENHNA -AN), 216.10 (AINENE2 EMriOY-), A 2 78, A I 108, 463, 
A 2 13, 337 (all NAS N2EE 4- ncg. Bip.); A 2 91, /// 71.19f. Cod. C — all NAS N2E — circ. Nom. Sentence); 
4/89 (2ITNOY €A-), III 125.9ff. (ETBE~ EAYXOOC, v.l. AH - , 1.12), so too IV 29.31T.; etc. 

2.6 The heterofocal second-tense/circumstantial construction: # modifter/(pro)noun 

->■ € + CONJUGATION-FORM # — FOCALIZATION PATTERN (6) 

Here we must be content with pointing out the topicalization characteristic, which is a syncretism 
neutralization of the circumstantial and Second-Tense converters. We cannot resolve this €-, internally 
at least, although for some individual foci (esp. those with a low grading of focality, §2.5.0. t) one is 
tempted to identify the morph as circumstantial. In terms of segmental signalling, however, there is 
no escaping the fact that this is a case of neutralization u4 . 

2.6.1 Focus constituency. Interrogatives: oyhp; NAa N2€, ETBEOY, 2ITNOY, eanoy, etujn; nocui 
maa AON, »ANT€OY “Wine, satnay (§2.5.0.2); non-interrogative : determinators (OY-, 2EN-); numbers; ETBE-, 
(2PAI, eboa) 2N-, N(T€I2€), (€BOA) 2ITN-, 2UJC-; MMAY, -UlC-marked modifiers; Monc, eic -f time ex¬ 
pression; circumstantial, conditional. Topic constituency: EM(NA)-, £»ah-, €- 1 adjective-verbs. Nexus: 
affirmative, negated (both focus and nexus negativing: §2.9.2.3) 1IS . 

Documentation. Affirmative nexus: ( Ch . 188.40fF.) OYHP NPUJME NAIABOAOC EYOYOOAE 2NNATA0ON 
MnKA2 / (A 2 300) 0Y200Y MNOY5SH CNTE EPEHAI SOANE NAY / (III 207.8ff.) 2ENtlPO*HTHC 2ENEYAITEAION 
2ENAI10CTOAOC 2ENTPA*H ENASUIOY 2ENKA6Hr£CIC NTENETOYAAB 2ENSAAE MN2ENCBOOYE... EPEEIPE MMOOY 
AYUl EPECUITM NCUIOY (circumstantial? cf. 206.4ff. The low-focality focus and marked non-initial verb 
are here in evidence) / (HI 69.13f.) CASH NCAEIN EYt-nA2PE / (A / 96) OYMNTAAAE mnoyeiphnh EYSOOn 

2NTEI6INKUI EBOA / (Ch. 72.iff.) ETBEOY EINAOYA2T NCAOYAAIMUJN; ETBEOY N+NAOYA2T AN NCAtlEXC; / (P 
130 s 55 MZ) NAS N2E EINAAUJ MflETEN+COOYN MMOM AN / (A I 233) ETUJN esaynoah, one term of a chiastic 
figure, see §2.6.3.1.2 (4) / (Or. 163.l9ff.) nocuu MAAAON EMNA+CO... (sim. Ch. 74.54ff„ 119.30ff.. Ill 97.24 
etc.) / (Ch. 135.44f.) 2ITNOY ENAAAY ENEYEPHY / (IV 14. lOf.) ETBHHTC ON ES AM ATOM EBOA ZMnEMdlUNT / 
(Mun. 96) EITOAMA EIAUJ NNAl “ It is daringly I am saying this " / (A 2 476) MOTIC TAP ENNAAIC6ANE. 

Negative nexus - affirmative topic, negatived focus or nexus: (Ch. 38.35ff.) EPSANTBASOP ASKAK 
EBOA AN... EPEnMOYl tppe “It is not when the fox cries out that the lion is afraid" (the all-important an 
is omitted in the parallel III 79.4ff.) / (A 2 519) etbhht an EKNAZYnOTACCE NAi, oyae ETBHHTK an EINA+- 
I1MA NAK EP-2UIB HIM... / (IV 117.23) NNEN+SII1E NHTN AN ENAUJ NHTN NNAl “ It is not shaming you that 
we tell you this "/(All 14) MH 2UJCA6HT AN EPEflAI TAMO MMO. 

More exx. : Ill 199.23f. (OYHP N- EPE-), 72.2f. (EBOA TU/N H 2ITNOY EPE-), A 2 333 (2N- EH-), III 70.7 
(HTO N~ EY~), P 130 4 122 AB (KAAUJC AYUJ AIKAIUIC EY~), Rossi 2/3 86, A 2 413, 338, III 46-7 passim. 


114 Not that extra-Sahidic evidence is of great help. On the one hand, Akhmimic instances point to a Second Tense ( 4 AM- 
NACUfTMC ’): Ex. 7:1 (N€i N0€), Clem. (Schmidt) 46.5 (€TB€0), Prov. 7:20 (2ITN-), 11:31 (MOriC), Gespr. Jesu 9.Ilf. (mnnc€K€- 
OYHP NPOMn€). Compare now the clear “ Middle Egypt. ” evidence for the Sec. Tense (e.g. Mt. 12:26, 29, 34), also. Fayumic-ME 
Joh. 13:28 (€TB€OY A2AH-) and (late) Bobairic exx. of NA» nph+ amna- etc. {Mon. of Macarius 31.7 &CNA9 H20 AINA - ). Polotscy 
1934:64 (= CP 369), I960a:§37b interprets 2ITNOY €NAAAY {Ch. 135.44f.) as Second Tense (also I960a:§32, Ch. 38.35ff.; 1944:39, 
44 = CP 143, 148). On the other hand, one finds in Akhmimic ample evidence for €- as a post-focal topic characteristic (cf. Till 
1928:§218j). This is common in Gesprdche Jesu (niuc-€K- 10.2, €TB€0-€K- 32.1, N€0 N0€ €YNA-25.8, kaauic €“ 30.l0f., 38.10). Compare 
in Clemens €- for the initial topic (our patt. 2), when occurring after an extraposition, i.e. prominent topicalization of the 
actor/object: 7.1, 19.1, 20.5, 20.8. At any rate, the Sahidic situation must be judged internally. 

115 For €TB€OY, na» N2€, €BOA TUIN see discussion and more evidence in §2.6.3-4. For nt€(2C see §1.3.1.2; for -uiC- 
modifiers, §1.3.11.1. 
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IV 109.8f. (all KAAUJC/AIKAIUK 6H-); III 114.13, IV 33.22 (2NNAI, ZMflAI 6Y-, ©SA-), A 2 342 (2PAI N2HT-/ 
6BOA2ITOOT- €*SAP€-), IV 161.12 (MMAY), A I 107 (EANOY €MNA - ), A 2 147 (2ITNOY €P€~ NA~). 

2.6.2 An unmarked member of the focalization paradigm: # modifier -> basic tense #. 

r 

This is, of course, the case only when the context warrants the distinction from the non-focal premodifier 
(see §1.1.2.2). With the proviso that suprasegmental features, unknown to us, probably constitute the 
most prominent feature of this pattern, one may say that here the topic is (segmentally) marked only 
by position — this being morphologically a zero-member of the post-focal topicalization paradigm. 
Focus constituency: the listing cannot be even attempted here (for certain foci — €TB€OY, NA“J n2€, eboa 
tujn — the complementary relationship of this pattern with the others will be treated at length in §2.6.3-4 116 ). 
We find here interrogative and non-interrogative prepositional phrases (notably €TB€-, (€BOA) 2ITN-, 
cnxiNAH). Topic constituency: most frequently AM-/MnM-, «jah-, nh(na)- an. The nexus is affirmative 
or negated (nexus or focus negativing, §2.9.2.4). 

Documentation (speciminai). Affirmative nexus : (A 2 305) NA9 N2€ flNOYT€ NA+-CO EfiAi / (A 2 
334) 6BOA TUJN T6NOY N€T+~2THY €n€C2AI MMAT6... AYM€€Y€ CFlCI2LUB / (P 130*70 nH) €TB€OY T€TN*I €BOA 
2MnMYCTHPION 6TOYAAB / ( III 199.27f.) €TB€OY Mf10YAMA2T€ MMO 6TM6IP6 NN€IBOT€ THPOY. 

Negated nexus : ( P I30 2 71 PH€) MH €TB€TMNTCMNT (sic, for -CTMHT) AN ANAI AUJK €BOA N2UIB HIM 
€NANOYH, H €TB€TMNTATOUTM AN NTOM ANEIKOOYE XUJK €BOA Mn€IMHH«l€ Mn€600Y (cf. the parail. Wess . 
9 106a 7ff. with €A“ topics) / (A / 353) EflAINAH TAP AN AHAO€IC M€CT€~NIOYAAl (sim. 88, 366, 354, 
Ch. 139.19f., Ill 55.14f., 56.13) / (A I 125) €TB€OY2P€ AN NTOH NCAPKIKON NAIOY6 2IKPOH AN6IPUJMC 
+ MRAI CTOOTH MnNOYT€ / (IV 156.26f.) €N€€TB€TATAflH AN NIC N6IAUI NNAI, N€OY n€ nAPOOY«l. 

A focalization pattern as unfulfilled-condition protasis, with the topic resuming the irrealis function al¬ 
ready signalled for the whole clause: (P 131 4 158 ro) €TB€nAi 2PAI 2NT60M AN Mncn!iAA€ A AAA 2PAI 
2NT6XAPIC MHCTAUJ MMOC A€... T<50M... MIlCTNiTNA NA^UinC €C«OY€IT. 

2.63 A SELECTIVE EXAMINATION OF FOCI: 

Aiming for a complex, full-dimensional paradigmatic picture of the patterns introduced in §§2.4-6, 1 shall 
now present the evidence from a different angle: topic alternation for a constant given focus. For this pur¬ 
pose, two foci are chosen, no doubt statistically the best represented of their kind: €TB€OY “ why? ” and 
NA4J N2€ “ how? ” u7 . Since they feature also in the topic-initial pattern (2), this too must be integrated 
in the picture and related to the focus-initial patterns. A third, rather peculiar interrogative focus ex¬ 
amined here for its topic paradigm is €BOA TUJN “ whence? ”, “ on what grounds? ”. 

2.6.3.1.1 €TB€OY, NA“J N2€ in focus-initial patterns. This is indubitably the usual placement. The 
topic is (a) a basic tense, for (1) affirmative/negative non-durative (tripartite) conjugation (ah-/ 

MnH“, WJAH-, t£J«J€), also NOMINAL SENTENCES, (2) negatived BIPARTITE CONJUGATION, (3) (SPECIALLY CON¬ 
DITIONED) affirmative bipartite conjugation. Topic (b) is morphologically marked: (1) €- ( circumst ./ 
Second ): €H(NA)-, ©SIAM-, €- -f adj.-verb; (2) circumstantial ( affirm./neg.): €(n)H(na)- AN, €OYN-,€- -|- 
Nom. Sentence, €AH- (for 2ITNOY, n. 117). Note that (3) Sec. Tense NTAM-, patt. (4), is not attested. 

Assorted representative examples : a (I) III 199.27f., Ch. 76.40f., Wess. 9 118a 23f., A 1 68, A 2 458 
(NASI N2€ »AP€-), A 2 69 (NA«J N2€ -f neg. Nom. Sent.), A 2 19-20 (CTbeoy «J«J€neg.) etc.; a (2) III 102 


11# For several instances of this pattern in configuration with others, esp. (5M6), see 9.2.7.3. 

117 2ITNOY , incomparably less well attested, still gives in miniature the same distributional picture: a (1) RE It' 16a 15f., 
A / 2, A 2 114; b (1) Ch. 135.44L, HI 72.2f., IV 10.4, 23.2, A / 175; b (2) Wess. 9 86b 2lff., A / 89 (2ITNOY €A~). 
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passim, IV 99.24f., 42.16f., Ch. 64.2ff. etc.; a (3) instances are mostly classifiable as follows (some fall 
into more than one category): 

A. Quotations or reminiscences of Scripture texts 118 : RE 11 18b 25f., Wess. 9 148b 2f., Erich. 
66 a, Wess. 9 171 d 7f., Cl. Pr. 44 KH-e, A 2 342 (an adaptation of Mt. 15:18f. and Marc. 7:21); NA«J N2€ 
NTtUTN T6TNAP-BOA... BMCat. 83 (No. 199 TiA), cf. Ill 51.3f., 65.12, Ch. 169.7ff.; Mt. 23:23, Heb. 2:3; 
also (non-scriptural) arguments attributed to persons other than Shenoute: Ryl. 69 Nr, A 2 430 (not Sh.). 

B. Instances of striking rhetoricity and pathos: “proforma” or pseudo-topicalization; sometimes, 
with the flavour of Bible text. Note in particular series of multiple questions: (A 2 388-9) €TB€OY KO 
N2M2AA... €TB€OY K2YnOTACC€... AYUJ KCOnC... €TB€OY KCMOY 6NCUJNT NTfl€, K6UJUJT A€ ON €BOA / (A 2 351-2) 
CTB60Y NTOOYN nPUIM€ P-6YCIA AYUJ HNA; GTB60Y A€ ON H«JAHA AYUJ HNHCT6YE; 6TB60Y HACKEI... AYUJ MP-AI“ 
KAIOCYNH; €TB€OY €HNAP-niCTOC... AYUJ €TB€OY €N*iJn-2IC€... H €TB€OY A€ 6P€nPUJM€ NAXITH N60NC ... H €T* 
B€OY HOYUJUJM6 MMOH / (Or. 156.71T.) €TB€OY K2UJC NT^UJTE Mn€T2ITOYUJH H K«JO PW MMOC / (A 2 146) €T“ 
B60Y CKO NKPOH AYUJ KXIOY6 AYUJ KSSIUJA H CKKUJ N2THK... 

C. CTBCOY with Basic Bipartite in apodosi (similarly rhetorical topicalization ?):(A 1 265) CNCHNA+-2HY 
AN CPOOY, NA«J N2€ HNAXOOC X€“ / (A 1 239) (CNCMnC...) NA“J N2C KNACP-NOCIK CT2IMC Mn€T2ITOYUJK j (P 
130 4 103 PKB) €«JX€-nd€PUJB 2NNCN6IX AYUJ TCHHC, CTBCOY nMOYI MNriOYUJNSJ TUJPn MtlCCOOY... CyJXC-ANON- 
2CNCABCCY... CTBCOY TNtlAPABA Mri2An / (BLOr. 3581A 7i, No. 202 PtlA) (€»*€...) NA4J N2C nCUJMA H 
nPUJMC THPS NACMINC H HNAPANAH MHCNTAMTAMIOH. 

D. Several instances of OYN-/MN- before the durative (almost in complementary distribution with 
CPC*): (A 2 483) NA«J N2C OYNPUJM6 AYUJ OYNC2IMC NA“IUJn€ 2NOYTBBO, also Ench. 80a, Or. 157.391T. 

Topic b (I) Wess 9 144c I5ff., Ch. 28.l3f.,34f., Ill 3U3f., IV 49.25f., Or. 156.21ff., I66.l4ff.; b (2) 
Wess. 9 147c 22f. (NA«I N2C COYN -f pres.). Ill 207.2If. (NAS N2C CNH — an). Miss. 278 (NAS N2C + €* 
Norn. Sent.), Rossi 2/3 76 (NAS N2C nxocic NANOY6C AN... H CNHNAPASC an...). Ill 7U9f., A 2 78. 

2.6.3.1.2 CTBCOY, HAS N2C in topic-initial pattern (2). This construction, statistically weaker than 
the preceding ones in Leipoldt and Chassinat 119 (approx. 33% for NAS N2C, less than 10% for CTBCOY) 
is marked , i.e. can be shown to be subject to statements of special conditions. In the great majority of 
cases — condition l — it is included as marked by X€~, a characterization of macro-syntactic status 120 


118 Compare §7.2.1.1.5.1 for a similar convergence of rhetoricity /quotedness; §2.6.3.1.2 for rhetoricity/apodoticity/quot- 

edness. 

n * Not counting the basically different instances of - 0 hasp N2€ (“ how is...? ”) where the 4 topic -► focus 4 arrangement is 
obligatory, i.e. unopposed to a focus-initial construction. Moreover, the focality grading is here different: N- marks the predi¬ 
cative complement (adnexal modifier ) of the 44 copular 44 (i.e. incomplete-predication) - O -. This, I believe, is the most impor¬ 
tant distinction between the two phrases *nam# N2€ \ Some Shenoutean exx. for-o haw N2€: III 74.7, 103.13, IV 6.17, 37.20f., 
98.12, 155.2f., Mun. 110, Or. 154.39f. etc. 

» 2 ° q* Polotsky 1934:63f. (= CP 368f.), Layton 1979:187f. 1 believe that his statement, to the effect that in indirect ques¬ 
tions we have a Second Tense with €TB€OY, skips an all-important descriptive step, namely the conditioning of arrangement. Also, 
44 postverbal whenever a Second Tense is used 44 (188) is simply an inversion of terms: a Second Tense is used in the topic- 
initial patterns. We must here observe the following descriptive order : (I) arrangement ruling, (2) topic-form selection ruling. 
A similar inversion of these terms occurs in Wilson's statement (1970:78 n. 3): 44 Questions with Future III which place the main 
stress of the sentence on the adverbial extension usually avoid putting the interrogative at the head of the sentence ”. 1 see 
both arrangements as constituting distinct focalization patterns: see §2.6.4. Historically speaking, this conditioning may be 
described as a preservation, in an 44 island 44 of special macrosyntactic circumstances, of the original 4 topic focus 4 arrangement, 
the 44 renewed 4 \ inverted focus-initial pattern being restricted to the complementary circumstances. Synchronically, this is of course 
the Shenoutean situation: it is (as a random check of Wilmet’s references for €TB€OY and na» H2€ quickly shows) quite dif¬ 
ferent from that prevailing in the New Testament. 
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(A€-included focus-initial CTB€OY/NA«j N2€ are rare: about 3% of all initial attestations for HAS N2€, 
13% for €TB€OY). Here belong probably also cases of pre-inclusion — see (4) below; circumstantial con¬ 
version of the whole focalization pattern, see §2.0.1.1.2, and adverbal expanding focalization pattern 
(the -<5N-Sec.-Tense constr. type, §2.8.3). Condition 2 is another, probably related macro-syntactic char¬ 
acterization: thematic progression §§2.0.2.4, 2.7.2), with resuming and linking topicalization of a 
verb occurring previously. Condition 3 concerns yet another macro-syntactic relationship: CTBGOY/ 
HAS N2€ in apodosi , esp. of €»A€- (which is after all more of a topicalization marker than a true condi¬ 
tional), also of €MMON “ otherwise " 121 . Condition 4: certain rhetorical configurations: rhetorical ques¬ 
tions, chiasm, “proforma" topicalization, pre-inclusion (§2.7.1.4.2), and multiple focalization (HAS 
N2€ corresponding to other post-topic interr. foci). Condition 5: Scripture quotations or reminiscences 
or emulation of Scriptural (archaic, authoritative) style. Note however that for topic categories a (I) 
(neg.), a (2), b (2) (neg.) — that is, for the negative topic (the nexus is here invariably affirmative) — the 
arrangement is not pertinent. A negative topic does not occur as Second Tense, but only as Basic or 
circumstantial, and then only post-focally. 

Documentation: (1) A€- inclusion : A / 71 (after AUJ), A 2 251 (GIUJPM €BOA), A 2 257 (AOKIMAZG), 
516 (€IM€), 541 (NAY), P I30 2 70 Pfir (+-2THK) A€-€«JAYTAK0 HAS N2€ / I30 5 90 TO (NAY) A€-€HUJAA€ 
HAS N2€ MNN€NTAY€1 6AI-BAHTICMA / Cl I. 55.24fT. (ANAY), IV I56.l9f. (RPOC€X€), 188.lOf. (“JIH€), 12f. 
(COOYN), etc. etc.; this construction is very common. 

(2) Thematic progression: (Ch. I99.23ff.) nAHN NIM NGTNAP-2THY AN NCAflAtKAlOC; GYNAP-2THY A€ 
NA«J N2€ / ( BMCat . 81, No. 197) nPWMG TAP €Tt €MHC€ Mn€T«JAAT EHNAt AN MnCHSJAAT €TB€OY / (Ch. 73.4ff.) 
4 AHCATANAC BUJK 620YN €POH ’ NTAMBUJK 2UJUJH €TB€OY — lemmatizing topicalization, §2.7.2. 

(3) In apodosi : (A 2 19) (If they spare one, many will do so and transgress the law; if so,) NTAYMOOYT 
AN MnGIKGOYA €TB€OY / (A 2 194) ... MMON EHNABUJK €B0A 2ITOOTOY HAS N2€ / (A 1 69) (Mn€n€0!JAA€ 
P-«JAY N€, H Mn€nUI P-SAY NAC NTO) NTEI26 ON €P€flOY«JAA€ HAP-SAY NAN NA«J N2€ (€)Mn€N«JAA€ P-SAY 
N€ AN. 

(4) Rhetorical configurations: (A 2 385) H €KNA«JOYyjOY MMOK HAS N2€ nANOMOC NlOYAAl / (A l 158) 
HAS N2€ 6INA6IM6 €N€Y«JI H €INA+-«II €POOY HAS N2€ — a chiastic disiunctio Sinuthiana figure / (P 131 4 
87 PAA-B) NTAYdOflM A€ NA«I N2€... APA 2N0YMNT A A A€... / (A 2 530) 6CNA0YUI2 HAS N2€ 2MI1HI... AYUJ 
AS T€ 0€ G+NA2MOOC €T€TPAn€ZA MM0C / (III 15.21) 6T6TNAA00C NA«J N26 A6... — idiom? sim. A I 61 
/ (P 130 4 84 N) NTAYUIAN A€ HAS N2€* N+COOYN AN, AYUJ NTAYnAPAre NA«J N2€ Mni€IM€ — pre-inclusion 
focalization figure / (A 7 71) €NNA«JA2€PATN TUJN H €NNA«Hl-nPOOY«l MI1EI2UJB NOYUJT MNN€N€PHY HAS 
N2€ ANON AYUJ NTO / (/// 207.14ff.) €P€NA<$UJ«JT HAS N2€ €20YN €2PAH MflAOElC... €P€NA«JM|-n0Y20 €2PAI 
TUJN... €P€NAdUJ«JT HAS N2€ €20YN €2PAH Mn€N«JOPn NGIUJT / (A 1 62-3) €P€NA2€ €n«JAA€ ETCH2 TUJN... H 
6 HNATUJUJME €PO NA«I N2€. in (Ming. 318) TMHC€ A€ MF1N" [...] A6-6CCYN2ICTA €BOA 2NA«J NTAMOC (€)NTAY“ 
Al-OYUJ MMOC NA“J N2€ “ Of the interest we do not (know) in what wedlock it is begotten, having been 
conceived in what way ” we witness a case of the circumstantial conversion of a pattern (2) focalization 
construction (§2.0.1.1.2) — here too the non-initial placement of NAUl N2€ is evidently conditioned; cf. 
category (1) above. 

(5) (A l 80) €INA«JH|-NABAA €POK HAS N2€ ZMnAtiJAHA KOYI MMNT2HKG. 


181 Cf. Shisha-Halevy 1972 :§4. 1 .4. 1 (on &4MON as circumstantial conversion of MMON “ no, not"). Cf. now the clearly 
circumstantial €MAN “ otherwise " in 44 Middle Egyptian " Coptic (Mt. 6:1, 9:17; Schenke). 
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2.6.3.2 The idiosyncratic €BOA tuun “whence?”, “on what ground ? ”, “how come?” enters 
the following constructions, with the topic paradigm following it including several members absent in 
other post-focal environments: 


(a) (initial) 

AM¬ 

A 2 111, 140, 334... (unmarked topic) 


ES NA“ 

P 131 s 42 ro, RE 10 162b 25f., A 2 54 


€M“ 

A 1 64, III 72.2f. 

€BOA TUJN 

€OYN- 

A 2 412 


NTAH- 

Wess. 9 131a 2ff. 122 


X€-AH“ 

P 130 4 120 KH 


X6-OYN- 

A 1 67 


X€-€H€- 

Ryl. 69 l, A 2 62. 


X€-€HNA- 

A 2 9, III 87.7, 26.18ff., etc. 

(N€BOA TUJN) 

n€ X€“€HNA“ 

A 2 8 (coll.) 123 


€TP€- 

/// 19.20f. 123 


(b) (non-initial) X€ + Sec. Tense -b €BOA TUJN A / 281, CL Pr. 38, 1 12 \ IV 64.23. 

Some representative examples: (A 2 140) 6BOA TUJN ATCTHTAKO N9€ noyssje €MOYO«H / (A 2 54) €BOA 
TUJN €P€NI2BHOY€ NKAK6 2I60CM ... HA6A0MAM 620YN €PON / (P 130 s 48 Vo) €BOA TUJN X€~€P€nAl NAHI NT€I26 
THPC / (A 2 412) 6MNKUJ2T AC 4JOOn CBOA TUJN COYNOYOCIN H »A2 NKUJ2T NA^JUJnC / (A I 64) CTBCOY H CBOA 
TUJN €IXU) NNAI N6 / ( Wess. 9 I3ia 2ff.) CBOA TUJN NTA2UJPITCNHC CUJOY2 C20YN... / (P 130 4 120 KH) CBOA 
TUJN A€-€P«JANT€UrYXH P-NOBC AYTAAC CnCUJMA j (A 2 9) CBOA TUJN A€-CP€OY«JHP€ NAAYflCI MnCMCIUTT / (A 2 
8 Coll.) NCBOA TUJN n€ A€“CYNAP“N62BHY6 NNAAIMUJN / (A 2 62 ) CBOA TUJN XC-€P€TCAB€-riAIABOAOC 
CF10Y2HT. 


2.6.4 Focus-initial patterns: structural assignment and evaluation. The following chart 
and tables are based on the data presented in §§2.4-2.6.3. They are fairly complex yet not entirely satis¬ 
factory in accounting for functional intricacies. To understand correctly the relationships of pattern form 
and topic constituency, one must resort to proper descriptive ordering . 

(a) Descriptive-order (“multiple-choice”) flow chart (—► : conditioning or entailement; 
“no opposition -> : opposition; choice or selection). 


121 6BOA tuun proves the exception to the non-interrogative constituency of the focus in pattern (4). 
m X€- and €TP€- may be understood either as true “ that "-form topicalizations, albeit with a distinct prospective colouring 
(not unlike the “ prospective emphatic ” in Old and Middle Egyptian, Polotsky 1969:473ff., !976:§2.7; cf. the analogous Greek 
use of tvot (va), Jannaris §§1774b, 1911, pp. 566, 577). Compare the Akhmimic ( Gespr. Jesu 32.1 If.) N€2 6€ H2€ AT€f!OY€ nOY€ 
N2HTNC pniZAMT... In N€BOA TUIH n€ *€-, *€- is appositive to the pronominal subject in the # modifier -f n€# predication 
pattern (§1.2.1.2). 

144 Rarely, we find €BOA tujn following the Basic “ imperfectum futuri" (in apodosi ), §2.7.3. 
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? 



dur. topic «■ 


> non-durati ve topic 



Basic 5 -* circum - Basic 4 € 

slant iai 


Basic €- 

t_ 


circumst. Sec. (NT-) 
. ■? - 1 


Basic circ. 

t_ i—T 


That is to say, we obtain five environments with five paradigms which must be expounded, at least printa 
facie. Closer inspection shows we can eliminate the very rare opposition (I), practically also (3). 


(b) Neutralizations/oppositions in given environments/circumstances 


topic form 

Basic Tense 

Second Tense 

circumstantial 

€“ (Sec. 4- circ.) 

Basic Tense 


non-interr. 

perf. affirm. (2) 

non- dur. affirm, 
interr. (1) 

affirm, dur. (4) 

non-interr. 
affirm. (2) 

negative (3) (5) 

non-dur. affirm, 
non-interr. 

9AH- (2) 

Second Tense 

perfect affirm, 
non-interr. (2) 


non-dur. affirm, 
non-interr. (2) 


circumstantial 

non-dur. affirm. 

• 

interr. (1) 

non-interr. 
affirm. (2) 

dur., non-dur. 
negative (3) (5) 

non-dur. affirm. 

non-interr. (2) 

1 

II 

\ 


* 

€- 

(circumst. + Sec.) 

non-dur. affirm, 
non-interr. 

“JAM- (2) 

dur. affirm. (4) 




















AnOr. 53 


Chapter 2. The Adverbal Modifier Focalized 


§2.6.4 


(c) Significant distinctions (focus-initial patterns): 



affirm.: neg. topic 

interr .: non-interr. focus 

affirm .: neg. nexus 

norydurative topic 

| 

4- 

— 

durative topic 

+ 

- ■ .A_ 

— 


(d) Interpretation. We note the existence of two separate, independent but successive conditioning 
sets at play: (a) pattern (arrangement) conditioning, (P) topic-form conditioning. The 44 outputs ” 
(a provisional one, of arrangement; a final one, of topic form) give us five paradigms or opposition en¬ 
vironments. (I) The circumstantial member is extremely rare as compared with the bulk (dozens of 
occurrences) of the Basic Tense. (2) AM- has a full three-member paradigm, SIAM-, a two-member one. 
(Note that focus constituency may also be operative.) Basic Tenses are opposed to converted ones as 
unmarked:marked topics (for the Nom. Sentence the circumstantial is the only way of marking). 6AM- 
may be opposed to NTAM- as low-focality (or non-initial verb) marking vs. high-focality marking topi- 
calization. Alternatively, the circumstantial belongs perhaps to a more colloquial system. (3) Here again 
circumstantial instances are very rare, and cannot be viewed as on a functional par with the Basic Tense. 
(4) Stylistic characterization? (5) See (2). Note that for the interrogative focus, topic-marking is re¬ 
dundant (focality being inherent). 

2.7 Stylistic syntax: cotext patterns, 44 figures In interna], non-contrastive view, 44 style " 
and “ syntax " cannot be kept apart. The idiosyncratic realization of the grammatical potential of 
the lartgue , i.e. the idiolectal grammatical norm, is nothing but the writer's/speaker's style. This is no 
less true of macro-syntax: favoured or distinctive sub-textual stretches and configurations are nonethe¬ 
less part and parcel of the functional system of grammar. In the following pages I review some of the 
familiar and recurring Shenoutean figures — those germane to the subject under discussion. Beyond 
the significance of their formal definition and their diagnostic value for identifying the Shenoutean text m , 
they have some importance in an as yet non-existent frame of reference, that of Coptic stylistics. 

2.7.1 Rhetorical focalization figures 

2.7.1.1 The second-tense theme/topic and the circumstantial focus — patts. (2), (5), (6). 
Note in particular (a) the 44 Wechselsatz ” or correlative 44 balanced ” construction effect ,26 , where we 
have two €M-forms juxtaposed, and pattern (i.e. topic/focus) assignment is impossible and immaterial 
— the topic - focus structure is reversible: (A / 68) MH 6MM6 MMO 6MMOCT6 NTAT10AA6, €MM€ MMOC 6MM0CT6 
MMO NTO, H 6MM6 NOY6I MMUJTH THPTN... 6MM0CT6 NOY6I, H 6MM0CT6 NTOM NOYA ZATHN 04M6 NOYA. Also, 

instances of the type ( Mun . 96) 6ITOAMA 6IAUJ nnai and (Wess. 9 158a 30ff.) 6YM0CT6 MMUJTN AN 6YXUI 
NHTN NNAI / (P 130 2 121 vo) MnPM€€Y€ A6“€IMOCT6 MMUITN 6IAUJ NHTH NNAI, AAAA €IM€ MMU/TN 2WCC0N 


m For some equally distinctive syntactic phenomena, see §§0.1.2, 2.7 passim and the index. 

Cf. Polotsky 1964:281f. (- CP 66f.), 1969:471f.; Junge 1978:115ff.; Vernus 1981 (esp. 74ff.). 
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(/// 122.20) NAI A€ EIXUJ MMOOY €€ITAMO MHUTTN / (RE II 16a 39ff.) €P6nAOrOC NOdNEd AN EHXUJ MIIAI 
OYAE (E)NPA«JE AN... AAAA (E)NAYnEI NTOH N20Y0. 

(b) Instances of the “ No sooner... than..." sense of the complex 127 : (Ch. 202-3) E9AHguinE EM+ 
NTOOTM noyon NIH 2NTEYXPEIA 6 HACUIOY “ (... Walking heavily in his eagerness;) and no sooner does he 
get the opportunity to aid somebody in need than he (walks) more lightly 

2.7.1.2 Two COMPLEMENTARY FOCALIZATION PATTERNS, COORDINATED/DISJOINED: Second-Tense 
construction, patt. (2) 4- Cleft Sentence with nominal/pronominal focus 128 . This is very common; the 
rhetorical effect of this juxtaposition of the focus-initial and theme/topic-initial patterns is of course chiastic. 
Often, these are Disiunctio Sinuthiana cases: (A 2 409) €Y€IP€ MMOOY NNiM H NIM n€TNA«fum EPOM NNEY- 
nCTNANOYH / (A 1 52) EINAP-OY H OY nCtNAAAH / (A 2 378) “EIKUJ N2THI EmilNE” — “ nPH tlETMOYP MMOI " 
/ (Ench. 67a) NTAM^IBE 2NOY; NTOK nENTAKWBE / (ibid. 74b) ETETNHn €ntUN2 — flMOY flETNATUJMT EPUJTN 
2NOY«*CNE / (RE 10 163a I5f.) NTAflKOCMOC THPH EBOA 2ITOOTK, AAAA IIEKCTAYPOC flENTAMKIM 6HKA2 

THPH / (III 192.4) EH«IAXE €NIM H NIM nENTAMXOOC... 

2.7.1.3.1 Double simultaneous (interrogative) focalization: (Cat. 42.27f.) him nETXUJ mmoc 
NNIM 129 / (Wess. 9 I 10a 9f.) NTANIM TCABOM €HIM /(A 2 63) NIM nENTAHP-«JOPH 6NIM / (ibid. 518-9) NTANIM 
€IM€... XE-NIM nCTNAMI 2ANIM MMON H XE"NIM nENTAM+-2HY ETBENIM / (RE 10 160a 37) NIM RENTAMMEYT- 
NIM. Compare (Ch. I28.43AF.) AOYHP NEniCKOnOC P-OYHP N200Y MNOYHP NOY«JH MtllMA. 

2.7.1.3.2 Compare the extremely common complex (expanded, disjoined) focus: (A 1 64) ETBEOY 
H EBOA TUIN EIXUJ NNAI NE / (A 2 8-9) NA“J TAP N2E H ETBEOY EPEIC NAP-OYHI H OYTOnOC N^MMO EPOH / (ibid. 
312) ETBEOY H EXNOY N21UB (sim. 223-4, III 214.5) / (Miss. 283) 2A2TNNIM H 2NA9 NHI / ( Wess. 9 151c 24ff.) 
EXNOY H EXNNIM / (A / 109) ETBENIM H 2ATNNIM / (236) ETBEOY H 2ITNOY / (412) TUJN H EBOA 2ITNNIM (sim. 
P I31 6 14 vo) / (III 12.21.) EBOA TUIN H 2ITNOY (mostly striking instances of the figura Sinuthiana). 

2.7.1.3.3 Complex theme (see §2.8.4), very common: (A 2 45) nasi N2E EHNAP-“JAY... h eoynoypan 
EHTMAIHY NA+-2HY MMOM / (ibid. 525) ENNABUJK H NTANBUiK... ETBE nAI ETMMAY / (Leyd. 410) EXMflAI EH“ 
TAMEI E2PAI EV1IBJUJNE H ENTAYN-NEI«JUJNC E2PAI EXUJH. Chiastically, (Ch. I19.445ff.) EPEI1EH2HT OYO«*H 
NOYHP AYUI EHTAKHY (“discontinuous theme"); sim. Ch. 128.20ff.; compare also the conjunctive sub- 
categorizing the theme (Ch. 7; e.g. Ch. 85.26ff., 89.18fT.). 

2.7.1.4.1 The indirect or “ disguised " focus, with the interrogative included in an expansion 
of the Second-Tense verb (note again the compatibility of the nucleus - satellite and theme - rheme relation¬ 
ships). (A 2 413) NTAHWBTH MF1EMTO EBOA NNIM / (IV 105.5) NTAYEI E20YN «lAPON NXIOYE ENIM / (Wess. 9 
117a 5f.) EYNAXITK EPATH NNIM. Note the Basic Tense in ( Wess. 9 133b lOff.) AH2E E2PAI EOYFiEAAroc 
NA«J NdOT MMNTACEBHC / (P I30 2 103 ro) EHNHY EP-OY (sim. IV 94.13; A 2 513 EINAEI E20YN NE EP-OY). 

2.7.1.4.2 The preincluded focalization construction is a very distinctive figure. There is 


117 Cf. Polotsky 1957b: 114f. (= CP 48f.), 1964:277 (= CP 62) n. 1; de Cenival 1972:43f.; Vernus 1981:78flT.; Blass 
I960:5f. (with bib!., 6 n. I): “ Zwci Geschehen folgen einander so rasch, daB sie gleichzeitig werden: das ist schon cine Hyperbel. 
Wic kdnnen wir sic verst§rken, wie noch mehr iibertreiben? ” See also Paul I920:§210; Jespersen MEG V §21.2.10, and nume¬ 
rous discussions for individual languages. Note ESIAY- EP9AN- in the same sense, IV 20.12f. (“ No sooner does the sun rise than 
the lamp is removed ”). 

Cf. Polotsky I944:62ff. (- CP 166IT.). 

**• Cf. Plato Republ. 332 c-d: i) rtmv ouv t( dbroStSoOffot 6<p£iX6(jLevov xxi Trporrijxov T^vyj. 
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here no formal marking of the dependence, beside the arrangement, which is inverse to the normal nucleus- 
satellite one in Coptic. (P I30 2 74 PMA, parall. Wess. 9 108b 23ff.) OY n€T€MNAAAM (sic)* PUJM6 HIM COOYN 
/ (IV 64.15ff.) 6X00C X6-NASJ N26 H NIH n€NTAM«JOXN€... 6MMNPUJM6 COOYN / (A 2 223-4) €M«JOOn 6XNOY 
H 6TB60Y €»A€-Mn€€IM€ N+NAXOOC AN / (P 131 4 I56m) €Y900n TUJN T6NOY MAPOYTAMON / (K 9317) OY 
netNAXOOM NtCOOYN AN H OY n€+NATAYOH N+6IM6 AN / P 130 4 84 N is quoted above (§2.6.3.1.2). Compare 
the related constructions: (Wess, 9 148b 16fF.) 6XOOC A€ X6-NASJ N26 MNAAAY COOYN / (Leyd, 365) €«JX€- 
NANOYM H M200Y, NIM H2HTTHYTN n€TCOOYN AN / (/// 210.7f.) 6IT6 69X6-...H €«JX€”... Mni€«J<5M-dOM €NO€l 
/ (ibid, 24.1 Of.) ri€T€P€n2HT d€ MflOYA OOYA NA«JOriM AYUJ n€MAAC H n€TMNA«JXOOM NTUITN 6TCOOYN / (P 
130 s 125 VO, parall. Cat. 42.14f.) 6XOOC ON X€-NTAM«JUJn€ NPUJM6 NA«J N2€... NTK-NIM IU riP€MTUJ2. The 
governing verbs are COOYN, €IM€, TAMO, NO€l, XUJ; no resumption is included in the construction 130 . 

2.7.2 Rhetorical topicalization figures (a selection) 

2.7.2.1 # verb x -► (verb x + focus) #. The Realization pattern is coherent by repeating, as 
theme, a foregoing (usually rhematic) verb I31 , often with a macro-syntactic topicalization marker. 

2.7.2.1.1 Topicalization marked by 69X6-: (Ch. 19I.46IT.) €«ix€-AMKA-pujm€ nam ntamka-2€N- 

cn AT A A AC AYUJ 26N20Y6XAX6... / (IV 24.6f.) 6«JX€-M«JOOn ON, €H«JOOn 2MR6YAAC MMAT€ AYUJ 2MF16Y2HT 
AN / (HI 32.1 Of.) €«JA€-AY«JIN€ ON NCAOY«JAX€, €«JAYy*IN€ 2NOYMNT2AK / (III 85.l3f.) €«JX6-OYNTM-OYdOM 
rAP ON, 60YNTAMC 2NN6TKA-MA NAH N2HTOY. Especially typical of Shenoute is the pattern # €«JX€- verb x 
-> €TB€OY/A2PO^/NA«J N2€ -f verb x ) #, often with more than one element repeated 132 : (Ch. 64.19ff.) 

€«JX€“2NTdOM Mn«JHP€ NTANOMIA 6MTP6NPUJM6 €IP€ NMflAPAfcYCIC, 6TB60Y NTOM 2NT60M MfiexC... NTN6IP6 
AN... NNAT6NOYCIC — sim. ibid. 79. iff. / (A 2 371) €«JX€-MN60M MMOK 66IP6 NN6TPANAM MnNOYTC, NA«J 
NTOM N26 0YN60M MMOK CP-nOYUia THPM MflCHZHT MnONHPON. 

2.7.2.1.2 Topicalization marked by 6M9AN-: (Ch. I04.5ff.) €P«iANnMONAXOC NHCT6Y6 MH 6MNH- 
CT6Y6 NAK H €K«JAN€IP€ MflZAfl MH NTAKAAM NAM / (Wess. 9 110b I8ff.) €P€«IAN<5N-APIK€ 6P66IN6 €n€TA 
26PATM 2NTOYMHT6 — compare (Wess. 9 I I 1-2) €M«JAN*t-MA€IN ON CflAZOY 6IM6 2UJUJM X€~€TB€NIM H €T” 
B€OY and (IV 11.9f.) KAN 62NAC 6KTOC €f]€CKUJ2 H C2NAC AN 6ACKTOC 6£ €BOA AN X6-ACC6I AAAA..., actually 
a use of 6AM” as both adverbal and topicalizing; also (K 933) NC6NAP-9HP6 AN 6N62 NOY61UJT OYT6 CON 
NOYCON, 6AY6IP6 ON, NTAY6IP6 CtlXINXH. 

2.7.2.1.2.1 6I9ANX00C “ If 1 say, when 1 say ” is a striking topicalizing expression (cf. 6XOOC “ as 
to saying... ”, exx. in §2.7.1.4.2 and n. 130): (Cl. Pr. 22 TO) 6I9ANX00C X6-+200Y, 6I200Y NA1 MAYAAT 
/ (A 2 333) 6IUJANXOOC X6~fl€l2UJB nAN2AIP€TIK0C n6... 6B0A TUJN N€ NI2BHY6 6TdOOM€ AYUJ NCUJB6 / (A 1 
281) 6MUJANXOOC TAP X€-€P€fUIABOAOC M€€Y€ 6YI10NHP0N N20Y0 6NPUJM6... NTOM PUJ fl€TCYMBOYA€Y€ 
NAY / (BLOr. 3581A f. 160, No. 253 NZ) €l«JANXOOC X€“AT€rPA*H t-«JI 6HTBBO MnCUJMA ... 6NNA2JXOOC 
ON X6-OY €TB€nxm<SONC. Also A l 410, A 2 295, 482. 


130 Compare the resumptions in the following case: (P 130 s 66 or) 20T€i M€N tap tnnay cpooy (i.e. desire and anger) -3iN2 
♦VXH nAI OYON NIM 20MOAOr€l MMOM / (A 2 443, not Sh.) 20T6I A€ n€20YO Mn€NUJN2... eVAYKATOPOOY MMOH 2ITNT€inAPATH- 
pmcic NT€IMIN€ oyon nim COOYN MfiAi. Consider also the resuming and non-resuming constructions of €XOOC “as to say¬ 
ing ”, a distinctive topicalization figure (§2.7.2. 1.2.1): (Ch. 61.25ff.) €XOOC A€ X€-€MKurr€ MMOH NA» N2€... OYATtfOM n€ €€IM€ €RAI / 
(A 2 392) €XOOC Z€-MnOYil-BAnTICMA NIM n€TO MMNTPC X€“AYXI / (Cat. 42.14f.) CiOOC A€ X€-NTAH9Uin€ NPUIM€ NAttl N2€... NTK- 
NIM NTOK 111 nP€MTUI2 / (P 130 4 1 1 5 IZ) € AOOC A€ A6-NASUIOY N^IMMA NMTON €T2NTMNT€PO NMnHY€ MWB OYON2 €BOA A€“. 

131 Cf. Polotsky 1944:26ff. (= CP 130fT.). 

133 See MOller 1956:62f.; cf. §3.1.1.1.0.1. for the anaphoric objects. 
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2.7.2.1.3 Relative topicalization. The antecedent is a pronominal or indefinite antecedent: (IV 
4.2f.) NETXOCE EYXOCE ETBENEYnPASIC NATAOON / (III 115.8f.) MH 2NAY NIM ETEPEnNAHT + MMOOY 
EM+ MMOOY AN 2ATEH»I»YXH MN nEMCWMA / (A 2 463-4) 2U)B NIM NTAMAAY NTAHAAY THPOY ETBCnENOYXAI. 

2.7.2.1.4 Lemmatizing topicalization — topicalization of a quotation or segment of a quotation 113 ; 
very typical of Shenoute 1M . Note the following formal types: (a) Second-Tense marking of the full 
quote or its verbal part, (b) No formal marking of the verbal lemma, which is nevertheless a theme in 
our pattern (2). This is the most interesting construction, and argues for a level of cohesion (or grade 
of junctural delimitation [§6.0.2.]) between the lemmatic topic and its focus different — lower — from that 
between the usual theme/topic and its focus in patt. (2). (c) “ Extraction " of a verbal segment or lex- 
emic component in the quote and its incorporation — in unaltered form 135 — in a focalization pattern, 
(d) Extraction of a non-verbal segment of the quote and its incorporation in a focalization pattern, (e) No 
further explicit topicalization, but an annexion of an interrogative focus (with a zero topic?) to the quote. 

(a) (A 2 422, not Sh.) AN€IM€ XE'NAS N2€ €P€ “ NBAA MnCOOOC SOOn 2N TEHAnE ” (Eccl. 2:14) / (Ch. 
73.5IT.) “ AnCATANAC BUIK €20YN EPOS " — NTAHBUIK 2UUUIH ETBE OY; (Joh. 13:27) / (Cat. 42.12) “ AM" 
TNNOOYH " — NTAHTNNOOYM TUIN; (Gal. 4:4 paraphrased) / (P 131® 19 Mr) “ ETETNMISE AYUI TETNPnO - 
AEMOC MNTHTN MMAY " — EMNTAN"OY MMAY; €MNTAN"PO€IC MMAY (Jac. 4:2). 

(b) (IV 18.2) “ HNAXUIP NTEHCHHE" — HNAXOPC EP-OY; ESU1UIT N2ENTBNOOYE XN-EKUINC N2ENPUIME 

(Ps. 7:12) / (A 2 339) “ MNASuixn MnENNOYTE " — MNASuixn COY; MNASuixn Enxi-KBA (Zach. 9:7) / A 2 

II) “ NCNAKIM AN ’’ — NCNAKIM AN 2NOY; NCNAKIM AN 2NTMNTNOYTE EYMNTATNOYTE, NCNAKIM AN 2NNA - 
teoycic €P-NAMrUPA*YCiC (Ps. 45:5) / (III 75.13f„ parall. Ch. 169.1 Iff.) “ MMNPASE SOOn NNACEBHC ” 
— MMNPASE soon NAY TUIN, ZMnAIUIN <SE 6TNHY xn-mmon nAi (Is. 48:22, 57:21) / (Ch. 183.Iff.) “AIP- 

20TE ATACAPI +-OYUI" — AC+-OYUI NOY; NOYTHHBE AN H NTOH K6MEAOC, AAAA EAC+-OYUJ NNKAPnOC NTAI- 
KAIOCYNH (Ps. 27:7) / (Mun. 142) “NAI NAXISKAK €B0A 2NOYCMH “ — CENAXISKAK EBOA TUJN H NAS 
N200Y; (? Is. 24:14). 

(C) (Ch. 196.1 Off.) “ AMTCIO NOY*YXH EC2KAEIT " — EC2KAEIT MnNA EAAH AYUI n+ (Ps. 106:9) / (III 
54.13) “ ECO NOE NOYKHnOC EHOPX " — EHOPX ZNTniCTIC MNTENTOAH MNTECBUJ MnUINZ (Cant. 4:12) / (A 2 
245) “ AMTNNOOYH " — TNNOOYH TUIN NCATPCHTNNOOYM EBOA 2ITOOTH AYUI 2A2THH (Gal. 4:4) / ( IVesS. 9 
98b I Iff.) “ EMNArAnH N2HT ” — nEXAM — “ ANT-OYAAAY " — EMNArAnH N2HTH ENIM NCAnETZITOYUlM; 
(I Cor. 13:2) / (III 45.1 7fT.) “EnXINXH NHTN nc SPn-THYTN” — SPn-THYTN EP-OY; SPn-THYTN EOYUIST 
H EOYIUTN (Ps. 126:2) / (III 192.14f.-I93.1 1) “ MNTXAXE 2IASA20M 2INO<SNE<S ■' — ...ASA20M 2UIUIH ENIM 

h p-xaxe enim; (source? Note that p-xaxe represents the [non-verbal] expansion of mnt-) / (A 2 330-1) 

“ EPE+-20TE NOE NNdOM ETA2EPAT0Y ” — ETA2EPAT0Y TUIN H ENIM; ETA2EPATOY EnxOEIC... (Cant. 6:4,10). 

(d) (A 2 365) “ nCNEOOY NABUIK AN EnECHT NMMAM ” — enECHT TUIN NCAAMNTE; (Ps. 48:17). 

(e) (Teza 684) “ ACSUIOE MNNCANISAXE " — MNNCAAS NSAXE; MNNCATPEHCMN-TOOTH MNABIMEAEX 
(Gen. 22.1) / (A 2 386) “ EYNAOYUIST NAM ” — NAS MMINE NCATPEYEIME XE-nETEOYNTAH-nSHPE OYNTAH- 

nciurr; (Joh. 4:23) / (A / 113) “+NAXi-2An nmmhtn ayui +NAXi-ZAn mnnshpe nnetnshpe” — etbeoy 
2UIUIM; (Jer. 2:9; sim. (?) A 2 57, A I 299) / (Ch. 181.53flf.) “ OY^YXH ECOYUIN2 NAK EBOA MnpTAAC NNE- 
OHPION ” — nas nohpion; (Ps. 73:19). 


m The Trimembral Nominal Sentence supplies another lemmatizing construction, viz. # “—" ri€ xe- # (after a quotation 
or allegory), e.g. Ch. I22.18fr.,28ff., 142.1 Iff., A 2 465-6. 491, IV 18I.IOff. 

,u Thus, I believe, proving the Shenouteanity of BLOr. 6954 (12) vo [...Jem an zias nzih; zitczih mhppo XN-ZtTeziH MnxAie 
(B. Layton's copy), probably our type (b). 

*“ Cf. BLOr. 358IA 160 (No. 253 nh, parall. RE 10 159a I3ff.) (N€TTOOM€ epos ...ayui eHTOOwe €POOY) €TB€OY a£ AIXOOC 
A€-*‘TtllUJM€"; but IV 181.1 Iff. (OY A£ lie xe-“€YOYHZ NCIUOY ”;) " OYHZ NCWOY " n€ i£-; see n. 86. 
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2 . 7.3 Basic and second tenses: compatibility, opposition and neutralization 

2 . 7 . 3.1 Compatibility. Coordination/disjunction; often, the Basic Tense (usually the first term) 
is negatived and/or non-durative (see also some of the exx. in §§2.1.2, 2.4-6). (Ill 19!.25flf.) MnOYTAAC 
NAN €TP€N-, AAAA NT A YT A AC NAN €~ / (III 38.16f.) N+P-20T6 AN 20AUIC OYA€ 6IHJTPT1VP AN (v./. N-HSITPTUJP 
AN) / (A 2 86) C6NAXOOC H 6YXUI MMOC X€~ / (Wess. 9 165c 27ff., parall. Ill 140.8) 2NOYNO* MMOCT6 €K“ 

NAIIOPKN H AKnOPKN €BOA ZNTCYNARUrH. 

2 . 7 . 3.2 Paradigms and alternation 

2 . 7 . 3 . 2.1 The Basic Tense as a member in the post-focal topic paradigm (usually negatived and/or 
non-durative): §§2.6.2, 2.6.4. 

4 

2.7.3.2.2 The Basic Tense as a macro-syntactically conditioned alternant of the €-topic: §2.6.3.1.1. 

2 . 7 . 3 . 2.3 The Basic Tense (usually in X€-inclusion) as an unmarked prefocal theme (interrogative 
foci) 136 . 

(a) The focus tujn, the theme “ ahoutm ( Wess. 9 127b 8ff.) AniNTHd mminc mine €1 tujn... a+wujpa 
THPC €1 tujn...; also !28a Iff., Ch. I66.24ff, BMCat. 80 (No. 195), A 2 33; one instance of the Basic Present: 
(Wess. 9 117a 23ff., coll.) h neHPA«J€ tujn. 

(b) The focus noyhp, theme: present : (P 130 2 45 Cie) UJ CEOYON2 €BOA noyhp X€- / (P 130* 65 ro) 
TNOYON2 €BOA noyhp X€- / (IV 35.18) (X€-)TNT<SAIHY NOYHP; theme : Basic Perfect : (HI 183.3) (X€-)AYP-A- 
NA^l NOYHP; theme: adjective-verbs : (A 1 374) NECUJM NOYHP, NC^UJH noyhp / (A / 227) NANOYH AYUJ H20A 6 
NOYHP. Additional exx.: IV ! I7.3f., 47.7f„ Ch. 62.33ff., Berl. 1613 1 A, Ryl. 69 Nr, Rossi 2/3 26. 

(c) The focus: na«i N2€, the theme: ‘ ahcujtm ' (P I30 2 36 vo) (+2THTN X€-)AS2UJN NAHJ N2€... X€. 

2.7.3.2.4 The Basic Tense is very rare (perhaps significantly so) as a varia lectio for a marked theme/ 
topic form: /// 38.17, patt. (I); 210.21, patt. (4); IV 14.10, patt. (6); consider also (BKU 180 2 8ff.) €H- 

NAUJC2 NOYUJN2 9A6N62 vs. (21) MNAUJC2 NOYUJN2 «JA€N€2. 

2.133 Other neutralizations 

2 . 7 . 3 . 3.1 “Indifference \ i.e. unmarkedness (or rare markedness) for the category of focality: 
(a) N€-converted forms (usually with tujn) 137 : (Wess. 9 148a 16ff.) N6HTUJN fl€... N6H2MOOC A€ n€ NA«J N2€; 
often the “future imperfect": (RE 10 162b 23f.) N€YNA«JUJn€ TUJN / (Cl. Pr. 22 Tir) N€YNATAK€“OYHP 
MOfYXH, also RE 10 164b 3f., RE 11 16b I6f., P I30 2 87 vo. 

(b) Inconvertible conjugation-forms: Future III -b NOYHP (III 181.17f., 150.26), + hnim (III 111.20), 
conjunctive (A 2 512) €INATtfAI€-A» MM6AOC NTAKA-A«J H €INAP-A«J MM6AOC NTAAAinUJPOC NTAMAKAPIZE 
NA4J; compare the infinitive expanded by interrogative modifiers (+ €OY, €NIM, III 45.18, 193.11). 

(c) Nominal Sentence: + noyhp (Ch. 104.47ff.), + 2NOY (A 2 26), + na«i N2€ (A 2 69, 154, 334, 403), 


m Cf. Polotsky 1940:245 (= CP 37). Note that both tu/n and oyhp are also indefinites — the homonymy is in fact 
resolved syntactically, oyhp in oynoyhp nbacanoc oynoyhp nkoaacthpion 4€€T €nPUiM€... (P 130* 71 cir, also A 2 331, Wess. 9 
143d 12ff.) is a member of a paradigm including also the Second Tense (§2.3.2) and the Cleft Sentence with (pro)nominal 
vedette. 

117 Compare however Polotsky 1960b:25 (= CP 396) note 1. Has this something to do with the Akhmimic Second 
Perfect (NA4-)? 
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Cleft Sentence (nom. vedette) following ETBEOY ( Wess. 9 105a-b). Note that while the Norn. Sentence 
is convertible postfocally (§§2.5.1, 2.6.3.1.1), the Cleft Sentence with (pro)nominal vedette is not. 

2 . 73 . 3.2 After X€- and €l€-, the opposition of Basic vs. Second Tense is sporadically neutralized; 
consider III 21.14, 34.16, 91.1 Of., 167.6f., Wess. 9 117b 3Iff.,, etc. 

2.8 Second-tense constructions: notes on prosody and syntagmatics 

2 . 8.1 Prosody. All we know of the prosodic characteristics of focalization patterns is that the 
juncture between theme/topic and focus is open (§6.0.2). One notes the placement of AN, different from 
and more interesting than in the Bipartite (§2.9); that is about all, in patterns for which the suprasegmentals 
are of crucial diacritic significance 138 . There cannot be any doubt of the fundamentally different pros¬ 
odic structure of topic-initial and focus-initial pattern groups, and of the existence of a gradation of differ¬ 
ences between the individual patterns 13# . Consider the following instructive cases, indicative of the intricate 
network of prosodic states superimposed on the segmental skeletal pattern. We note that the focalization 
pattern usually consists of more than one colon (§6.0.3); also, the instances of strikingly extensive inter¬ 
position between the theme-topic and focus components: (/// 72.21) €P€OYA NA9XOOC / OH / X€OY “ What 
more can one say? " j (A 2 431) NTAi»ujn€ tap an / n€XAM / MnONHPOC nkeoya aaaa nai mmin mmoi / 
( Wess. 9 I74d 29ff.) NENCOTfl TAP AN’ / n€AAY / N20Y0 ERENEIOTE / (IV 183.7) €NM€€Y€ €OY/*€ T€NOY — a 
single colon / (IV 16.18f.) €«JAYX€P-CHH€ NiM / NTOH / CBOA 2ITOOTC / (///209.13ff, codd. A, C) €P€NNQB€ 

rAP NN26AAHN MNHANETOYUI4JT THPOY NN261KUIN NNAAIMONION EYOYON2 EIINOYTE MAYAAM AN (A: ...AN 
EflHOYTE MAYAAM) AAAA €NK€PUJM€ ON / (A 2 541) €P€fl€IN€ MHEYKAnNOC AYUI n€MPUJK2 £t«IUIB€ 6N€Y€PHY 
2NOY / (III 102.12f., 19f.) NA» N2€ / NTOK / NC€NAXI-*OA €POK AN / (BLOr 3581A 71, No. 202 PnA) NAtB / 
NTOH / N2€ nCUIMA H riPUJME THPH HACMINE... NAS N26 / NTOK / 6KNAPSAY; see §§6.1.3.1-4. 

2 . 8.2 Nexus arrangement; location of the theme-topic ji focus seam: focus isolation. 

1 • 

The question of identifying the focus on the basis of our segmental data arises in the common predicament 
of a topic-initial pattern (2) 14 °, where a non-interrogative focus is included in a group of modifiers of 
which any — or, conjointly, some — could be focal. The crux here is obviously the IC-analysis of the ut¬ 
terance into theme and rheme groups, with theoretical a well as practical implications 141 : the organization 
of the utterance in a relatively simple hierarchic structure 142 , with the first section the verbal theme-topic, 
and the second the rheme-focus. Here again we are faced with the decisions of verbal valency — the 
distinction between rectional (componential) and complementational modification ,43 . This, however, 
supplies us with a post-analytic model rather than a heuristic tool. I would like to point out here, in bold 
simplification, some facts regarding the arrangement of the pattern and placement of the focus. Generally 


/ 188 Punctuation data arc here of some value, though not immediately applicable or readily interpretable in prosodic terms. 
Several instances of a point or comma marking the Bipartition of focus-initial patterns have been quoted above (also Wess. 9 165c 
27ff.); cf. (for LE) Wente, JNES 28:6 n. 37 (1969). 

1 *• A noteworthy distinction in the Subakhmimic John between two syllabifications of “in what way, how”: N€» H2€ 
vs. N€» N2€, corresponds to the distinction of topic-initial vs. focus-initial respectively, and may be indicative of prosodic dif¬ 
ferentiation: (N€W) 6:25, 9:15.26; (N€*) 3:4.9.12, 4:9, 5:44.47, 6:42.52, 8:33, 9:10.16.19.21, 12:34, 14:9. 

140 In patts. (I), (3) the placement of the focus is unambiguous; as it is in patt. (2) cases like 0 HA» H2€ (also the “ dis¬ 
guised ” focus, §2.7.1.4.1). In focus-initial patterns the focal constituent is by definition initial, and seems to be incompatible with 
non-focal premodifiers (§1.1.2.2); this point must however be further investigated. 

141 Cf. the general arguments in Barri 1978 (esp. p. 256ff.). 

148 Cf. Junge 1972:33f., 1978:22, 32ff. 

148 Junge 1972:36ff.; see §1.1.2.0.1 above and §3.0.1 below. 
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speaking, two main groups are to be distinguished, with final and non-final focus. In cases of an in- 
herent-focality (interrogative) focus, the placement (established by complex considerations) is immaterial, 
non-pertinent. For the non-interrogative focus, however, the precise placement has an essential functional 
value. The following illustration is representative of the main types; see §2.8.1 for the separation of theme 
and focus and §2.8.4 for the discontinuous theme. 

(a) Final focus, the “ ideal ” arrangement (§2.0.2.4). The focus is interrogative or non-interrogative. 
Adverbal modifications — rectional and complementational — follow the verb: (A 2 54) H NTAN6I AH 
6BOA 2MflHI NT6NMNTKOCMIKON €TB€TMP-NOB€ / (A 2 540) €Y«fOB€ T€NOY €POM 2N0Y / (A 2 336) €CNA2€ €POH 
TUJN / (A l 71) €IMHP NMMAC 2NOY / (R)l. 67 Y€) 6YNA«IUJn€ HAK MMEPIT NOYHP / ( Ch . 54.19ff.) TOY€PHT€ 
ecaoon 2MnCUIMA €TB€M00UJ€ / (ibid. I83.57flf.) ENNAnAPAAIAOY MMON ANON’ T€NOY €2PAI €nKU)2T NTF€- 
2 €NNA €TB€2€NNOB€ / (III 154.11) CYNAHOTH 6BOA 2Mn€MAAOC NOYHP / (A I 100-1) €^A€~~NTAnAI CUJK 
62PAI €XUJH NOYuimC MflEMTO €BOA NNPUIME 2MnTP€MnAPABA MflFlANA^ *€ €P€N€IPUJM€ NAP-BOA Engine 

THPH... Some more striking exx.: Ill 100.16f., 107.1 Iff., 122.24f., Ch. 23,15fF., Wess. 9 86a 16ff. 

(b) Non-final focus. (1) Focus interrogative , adjuncts final: (A 2 464) (€)£“*€ enPWME NOYHP 
€«JAHA N2A2 NCOn / (A I 69) €P€MOK2 NOY NMMAC / (1/1 98.3f.) €YNA+-2AFI €NIM CTBHHTOY / ( Wess. 9 128a 
29ff.) NTAYM€€Y€ A€ TUJN €+K€AC€B€IA / (IV 35.l6f.) CYNANOdNCrf NOYHP NNEHPMNHI 2NOYKUIM^ MNOYCUJUJH 
/ (III 98.14) H €YNA+-2An 2NOY €N€TMOY 2PAI 2NN6IBOT6 / (P I30 4 105 PK€) NTAIIPH MNfl002 <SUJ NA«J N200Y 
€N€2 NOY€«JN€l €2PAl. Consider also III 223.19, IV I54.20f., I89.7f. 

(2) Focus interrogative , back extraposition final ,4 \ adjuncts following the focus: (A 2 396) 6HNATBBO 
THPH NOYHP €BOA 2NNOB6 NIM N<5l-n€TOYBAnTIZ€ MMOH / (III 170.I9F) €YNAP-KAK€ NOYHP N612€NPUJM€ 
NATCUJTM / (ibid. 169.23f.) CYNAnurr NOYHP'Ndl2€NPUJM€ €YP~20T€ 2HTH MriNOYT€/(/l 2 1 14) CC^OOn TUJN 
T€2IH CTMMAY. 

(c) Focus non-interrogative , back extraposition final/non-final (regulated by its extent, i.e. rhythmic 
factors? 145 ): (Ill II6.6f.) ntah+ mmooy nak Ndiic nexc riNOYTC ayuj n«JHP€ MnnoYTe / (III H7.28f.) 

NTAHNAY NdinXOEIC X6“ / (ibid. 120.9) €YXUJ A€ NNAI NdlNETMMAY 6YTAMO MMON X€~. 

2.8.3 The second tense as a “ that '-form. Above (§2.0.0.1) the point was made that nothing 
in the synchronic set of relations of the Second Tense points unambiguously to its substantival nature. 
Let us reconsider this issue, reviewing several constructions that may be taken as hinting at substantival 
syntactic roles, probably integrated in a previous system but at any rate not perceptively so in the syn¬ 
chronic one. 1 have in mind 

(a) The Second Tense (or at least an €-form) in patt. (2)-(3) focalization constructions as object- 
expansion of <$IN€ in a negatived conjugation form: (A / 118) NHNA6N“€HNAHI-N€HBAA AN €2PA! CtlNOYTC 
NA9 N2€ / (A 2 520) MN0€ €THNA<*N”€HNAP-OY AN (AN probably negatives the rel. future — “it is hardly 
possible that he will not find what to do... 1 have however not collated the text); also III 13.9 (= A / 

221), Ch. 33.14f., 73.19ff. etc. l46 . Compare an instance of €MN-coordinated to a noun in object status: 
(K 9316) MNNCATP€YCOYN-nCOOYN THPH AYUJ €MNK€NOYT€ NCA 1C. 

(b) An instance of a Second Present, non- or auto-focal, patt. (1), predicated by n€: (>4/113 coll.) 
NT6COOYN AN X€“€P€NKOTK ri€ “ You do not know that it means that you are asleep “ 147 . 


144 See §6.0.1. Ntfi- apparently tends to the final position when it introduces a prosodically more weighty noun syntagm. 
. 145 Cf. (for rhythmic considerations) §3.1.3.3.2. 

144 Shisha-Halevy 1976b:363 n. 33, with reff. (to the Shenoutean instances add those quoted here). Note that this may 
well be a case of a (non-nominal) interrogative clause in direct-object status. Consider Is. 1:3 (Ciasca; quoted by Shenoute, in Wess. 9 
153c 2f. pa rail. 178a 25ff.) fiAAAOC Mn€M<N-ANr-NiM, Man. Psalm-Book 156.9 MnOY*N-€Y n€ nwOYTe 

147 See Stern 1880:217 (two exx. of mta- n€). Cf. Callender 1970:205ff., and see §1.2.1.2, gen. obs. (4). For Egyp¬ 
tian, see Polotsky 1976 :§2.6.4. 
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(c) The “ conjunctional ” use in Sahidic of the Sec. Perfect in the unfulfilled protasis after €N€- (e.g. 
Ch . 29.56AF.). Compare the Sec. Tense after (2UJC) §2.1.4-5. I believe these unpredictable, isolated 

or fixed cases are inconclusive, and cannot be the basis for a synchronic ‘‘that ’’-form interpretation of 
the Second Tense (see nn. 146-7). 


2.8.4 The complex theme/topic is made up of two or more (often discontinuous) coordinated 
or disjoined components, individually or conjointly marked for thematicity, in varying grades of mutual 
cohesion u *. In ascending order of union and subcategorization: 

(a) ‘ Sec.-Tense conjugation form -f- ayuj/h -f- Sec.-Tense conjugation form’: (A 2 45) na«j N2€ 
€HNAP-«JAY... H EOYNOYPAN 6HTMAIHY NA+-2HY MMOH / (A 2 372) NA«J N2€ €HNA~ H €HNA“ / (/// 73.8f.) €P€~ 
n€THl-POOY«l MOKMEK MMOH NT6I26 AYUI EHAOHZE MMOH A€~ / (Ch. I I9.45ff.) €P€n€Y2HT OYOUJH NOYHP AYUJ 

6HTAKHY sim. ibid . 128.20ff.; also III I19.2f., I34.i6f., IV 63.24f., 107.lf., Leyd. 410, etc. 

(b) ‘Sec.-Tense Conjugation form ( • AYUJ/H) -f- “ epithematic ” circumstantial conjugation form’ 
(rare) ,49 : (Ming. 288) NTAHCMNT-MflHYE HAS N2€ AYUJ €AHP”2ITn€ MMOOY THPOY / (/// !20.7f.) MH NTAH- 
BUJK €2PAI €Tfl€... €AH€IN€ €n€CHT NN€H€NTOAH (contrast with III 140.17 MH NTAYBUJK... AY€1N€). 

(cl) ‘ Sec. Perfect/Aorist -f AYUJ/H + Basic Perfect/Aorist ’ 150 : (HI 218.1) 2UJC €«JX€-NTAnHl THPH 
KIM... H AH2MOOC / (ibid. 2l9.3f.) NTAn€l«JAX€ dUJAn €POI AIEIME €POH TENOY 2NTEIPOMHE TAI / (A I 108) 
MH €«JAP€flA20Y AN H «JAP€0C20Y. Also III 28.25f., 140.17, IV I57.22f. 

(c2) ‘ Sec. Future/Aorist + ayuj/h + conjunctive (IV 76.20f.) has N2€ €P€NPUJM€ ncabe NATAAPO 

2NT€Y2YnOMONH AYUJ NC6AUJK €BOA N2UJB NIM 6NANOYH / (III 40.1 If.) €MJAHM€PITH NTOH N20YO AYUJ NHPA96 

€AUJH; also IV 94.3 ff. Chiastically, in (Ch. 85.26fT.) €P€n* 0 €ic... nacmoy epoh noyhp ayuj nh+-cooynah 

cf. 89.18ff.). In (IV 14.4f.) €YNAt'2An A€ NTOH... €B0A 2ITNTAI (AYUJ) NC6KPIN6 NOYON NIM 
€BOA 2ITOOTC the focus is repeated and the conjunctive not markedly thematic. 


2.9 Negation patterns: negatived focalization patterns, negated nexus, negatived ad¬ 
juncts AND PATTERN COMPONENTS 

2.9.0.1 The gist of Polotsky's discussion of the negation of Second-Tense constructions 161 is 
the distinction between the negation of the theme-focus nexus (“ main ” or “ primary” nexus, inPo- 
lotsky's current terminology) and the componential negativing of the theme (constituting in itself a “ sub- ” 
or “ secondary ” nexus). 1 would comment: (a) This distinction is tailored and indeed appropriate for 
the topic-initial construction. Bipartite-like focalization pattern (2). We have yet to specify the negation 
syntagmatics for the autofocal and focus-initial patterns. Polotsky treats the negation of these, esp. of 
pattern (4), briefly in the “ Coptic Conjugation System ” (1960a:§32), stating that (n)- AN is used, while 
the Second-Tense topic remains affirmative. One observes, however, that a negative topic is quite usual 
in focus-initial patterns. We must remember that these patterns replace in our corpus the theme/topic- 


,4a Cf. (for relative conversion) Shisha-Halevy 1972:§2.1.3.1, 1976a:51. 
l4# Cf. Shisha-Halevy 1972:137. 

140 Note the significant absence of this high-cohesion grade in the Bipartite conjugation. 

141 Mainly 1944:87ff. (= CP 191 ff.). I960a:§31f.; Kjckasola 1975, esp. 103-137. The distinction of nexal vs. special 
negation is of course Jespersen’s, in the fifth chapter of his classic “ Negation in English and Other Languages ” (1917; 

1962:42ff.). 
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initial patterns for negatived themes , which as a matter of fact do not occur here. This renders the op¬ 
position of nexal vs. thematic negation meaningless: it does not obtain within the “classic” theme/ 
topic initial construction. (Consider A 2 19 NTAYMOOYT an MflEiiceoYA €TB€OY for the classical ‘€T€M- 
noY-\) (b) It is legitimate to ask whether the two cases of nexal and thematic negation are not just two 
particular cases in a series of possible incidence of the negator, of different localizations of which one is 
nexal, another thematic. Two other particular localizations to be examined in the present context are 
the negativing of an adjunct (modifier ) 152 and of the focus , both with an affirmative nexus. As a general 
rule one may say that for theme/topic-initial pattern (2) the nexal negation is located between the theme 
and the focus; otherwise (as a rule, with rare, prosodically motivated deviations) the AN-negation follows 
the segment it relates to 153 . (c) We should try to relate the affirmative form of each pattern to its negative 
one (whether or not the latter is regarded as a transform), and the placement of the negator to its incidence 
and functional role, in contributive relation to the focality of the pattern 154 . Below, I shall enumerate 
and selectively illustrate the negation patterns corresponding to focalization patterns (1) to (6) 1S5 . 

2.9.1 Theme/topic-initial patterns 

2.9.1. 1 Pattern (l): The autofocal second tense. Present with focal modifier: (A 2 462) TMNTEPO 
NMriHYC €C2Mn€iMA AN H flAK / (ibid. 340) €P€NOB€ 2NNNAA2E an AAAA 2HN6N2HT; rhetorical question : 
(Miss. 279) H €V9AYN€2f1€ AN €n€TNAMOY / (A l 108) 156 MH €9AP€nA20Y AN H «JAP0Y0C20Y U06G FlOdC; 
modal: €HNA~: (A 2 505-6) €NNA0AiB€ an N2€NAT<som... 44 Let us not distress” (also IV 61.27f.,jussive; 
154.14, hortative). 

Negator: an. Placement: after the pattern or single expansion of the verb. 

2.9.1.2 Pattern (2): # theme/topic -► modifier # 

2.9.1.2.1 Nexal negation. (Ryl. Cat. 32, No. 68 <3B) N€Y<0OB€ an €2€N«jhp€ «ihm I (A I 183) mh 

N6NUJUJ AN NNirPAOH NOYUIT / (A 2 403) N€HNAt9A*€ TAP AN 2APOH MAYA AH AAAA €HNA*€-n€NTAMCOT- 
M€H / (/// 131.10) NNElCOTn AN N20YO 6nAI NTAHAOOC... (also IV 51.16, Wess. 9 140b 3ff.) / (III 2I.9f., 
NTAICOYtUNE TAP AN NBPP€ / (ibid. 17. Iff.) NTAH&OOCAN A€~... AAAA NTAHAOOC *€-... (sim. /K111.20f.) 
46.28f. etc.). Note also cases with the focusing modifier MMAT6 co-marking the focus: (A 2 52) NTAY- 
C2AI-N€I»AA€ AN MMAT6 €TB€~ / (III 50.4ff.) NTAF1NOYT6 9AAP €POH AN 2NOYflAHrH NANOYH NBPBP MMAT€ 


1M Cf. (for Egyptian) Gunn 1 924:187f.; Satzinger, Die negativen Konstruktionen im Alt - und Mitteldgyptischen (Berlin 1968), 
§46; Gilula, JEA 56:208ff. (1970), JAOS 92:560-5 (1972). On Coptic componential negation, see Stern §386 (“ Wort nega¬ 
tion ”), Kjckasola 1975 :2l9ff., 292ff. 

Cf. PrAtorius 1881:757f. 

154 See Seiler 1952:79ff., 85f. He points out the tendency of the negator to be attached to the predicate, which is 
in a tug-of-war for the negation with the verb (see also Moorhou&e 1959:4f.; Jespersen 1962:56ff.). In our case of focali¬ 
zation patterns, this tension is between the nexal and special (local) negation. The negation (acc. to Seiler) co- or over-character- 
izes the focus, contributing (macrosyntactically) to its focality. The negation delimits two statements, evoking the contrary 
one; cf. (p. 80) “ Die Negation ftihrt eine Affirmation nicht bloB zum Nullpunkt, sondem dariiber hinaus in die entgegen- 
gesetzte Oder gegenuberliegende Position... Die Negation konstatiert nicht bloB... das Nichtvorhandensein des Sachverhaltes A, 
sondem sie weist zugleich ausdriicklich auf diesen Sachverhalt A hin **. On the affinity of negation and 4 * emphasis ", see 
also Moorhouse 1959:73ff. The affirmative focalized nexus (cf. " he did go ", “ you are stupid ”) is expressed in Coptic by means 
of the autofocal Second Tense. 

154 I cannot unfortunately report arriving at any definite statement regarding the distribution of AN vs. H - AN (cf. Shisha- 
Halevy 1976b :363f.). Pattern-specific information will be given below. 

184 The case of mh - an is perhaps special (see Pratorius 1881:757f., Shisha-Halevy 1976a:43). 
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/ (IV I84.5f.) HTAn€nPO^HTHC AOOC AN MHAT6 €T€NTAC*n€-2A2 *€"... / (A 2 390) €P€N€YArT€AION t AN 
0YB€N6Y€PHY / ( Wess. 9 138b 18fT.) €HflAIA€Y€ MMON AN 2Mn€H6UJNT AAAA 2Mn€HOYUJ«J. Additional exx. 
for -AN-negation: /// 21.1, 66.l2f., Ch. I36.52ff., 65.l5ff., A 2 150, 473, etc. 

Negator: — an (all conj. forms), n — an (Bip., aor.), nn —an (Bip.). Theme: affirmative 157 . Placement: 
(a) AN follows the theme/topic or its closest (usually rectionaL) expansion; (b) (with a nominal actor in 
the Tripartite Pattern) optionally after the actor expression. 

2.9.1.2.2.1 Focal NEGATION (a). (A 2 312) €YBACANIZ€ MMOOY €n&IN&H AN AAAA €P€N€TOYH2 
THPOY 2PAI N2HTN COOYN A€-€TB€OY H €ANOY N2UJB / (/// 35.20) NAI A€ €IAUI MMOOY 6ITAIO AN MMOI MAY- 
AAT / (Ch. 89.12ff.) MAP6HCUJTM €n€riP04>HTHC 6MAUI NNAI CTBHHTH AN (circ. of Sec. Present? other in¬ 
stances: IV 64. If., 65.1 Iff.) / (A 2 87) €NTAN€NTAY2€ 62PAI €POH (i.e. the mud) CAHT6 N2HTH N9€ N2CNPIP 
«ANT€HnUJ2 AN «JAn€YM€POC H «JANTOYCUJ2n AN «JAN€YM€POC AAAA 9ANT0Y0YUJN2 €BOA 6YAOOM6 AYUJ 
CYAAAUJ N2HTH / (III I3l.l4f.) NTAHA€~flAI NtflflPlUME MflNOYTE 2NOYMKA2 N2HT AN MMAT€ / (IV 56.23ff.) 
€NTAN€N€IOT€ CYrXUlPCI NAN... €TB€TMNT6UJB MMAT6 AN. 

Negator: — an. Theme: affirmative. Nexus: affirmative. Placement: immediately following the focus 
(or, if this is complex, after its first colon) 158 . Observe that AN in all probability co-marks the focus as 
such. This is the functional value of the adfocal placement. The opposition nexal vs. focal negation, 
existing only for this focalization pattern, is not easily reflected in English translation (cf. the subtle 
distinction, expressable in terms of Immediate Constituents, between “ 1 am not feeling that well ” and 
“ I am feeling not that well " — a difference even more difficult to reproduce for the high-focality focali¬ 
zation pattern). Nevertheless, the distinction is unmistakenly there in Coptic syntagmatics. Both the 
affirmative nexus and the enhanced negative focus must play their part on the plan du contenu. 

2.9.1.2.2.2 Focal negation (b). Second focus negated or: (affirmative + negative) modifier fo¬ 
calized: (IV 24.6f.) €H«JOOfl 2Mfl€YAAC MMAT€ AYUJ 2M11EY2HT AN (A I 380) €Y«JUJUJT MMOOY NNAAIMONION, 
MflNOYTC AN / (Ch. 91.1 ff.) NAI MNNIKOOYC €Y£UJ MMOOY 6TBHHTN AYUJ €TBHHTOY AN. Also III 29.7f., 34. Ilf., 

RE II 16a 33ff., etc. 

2.9.1.2.3 Modifier negation 159 , (a) Expanding a Basic Tense (affirmative or negatived): (A 2 
464) 1C A€ 2UJUJH AM«in2IC€ 2NTCAPI 6TBHHTH AN AAAA 6TBHHTN / (A I 151) (AYNAY) AYNAY €PON AN NT6I26 
ZAnAUJC AAAA AYAIHfl€ MriOYUJ«JC MNflAICC Mn€M«JA2 / (III 200-1) MflOYCPHC €BOA 2MnPOOY» AN Mn2UJB 
NN6Y6IA... AAAA €BOA 2MnPOOY» MHAIOY6 MNflAUJZM / (IV I16.I2f.) ANON 2UMJN TNMOK2 N2HT 6TBHHTOY 
CTB€A€-MnOYP-2M2AA NAN AN KATAnCNMTON NCAPKIKON (“not because’’) / (/// !8.18ff.) MONON NN6YP-MNTPC 
MflPAN Mn*0€IC MNflCHXC... A€NN€OYNOB€ UJn AN €N€TNA€IP€... AAAA A€“NN€KTUIAM NTCKAFAriH (“ ... not in 

order that... but in order that... "). Also III 20.2f., Ch. 85.8ff., Ill 116.16fF. (AlAOOC... ncboa an A€- 16 °), 
etc. 


|M Kjckasola 1975:173; the example Rom. 14:6, quoted by Polotsky 1944:89 (= CP 193) for the neg. durative the 
is still unique, to the best of my knowledge. 

lM Cf. Kjckasola 1975:103ff., 289f.; he obviously does not consider this an essential distinction. 

1W Kickasola I975:219ff., 294ff. Note here (a) instances where Shenoutean an corresponds to non-Akhmimicized Sahidic 
ON: III 16.7, IV 213.9 ( not IV 116.13, as I erroneously suggested in 1976b:356); (b) a striking case of componential negation 
of a bound morpheme , non-adjunctal (P 130* 110 vo) n€XAY, n€AAN AN, cf. (130* 97 ro) n€A€-nnOYT€, PUJMC AN. 

140 Occasionally, €BOA an X€- seems to be in an ancolouthic, loosely connected or janus-faced construction: III 19.4C, 66.2, 
185-6; cf. €TB€0Y, HH ooa AN A€“ (Ch. 69.271T., 73.8flf.) and MH 6TB€- AN ( Wess. 9 105a 2ff.). 
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(b) Expanding a converted or inconvertible tense or extraconjugational (non-tense) verb form; all 

are unmarked for t hematic ity: (A 2 119) N6YCUJUJH NTAMNTOY €BOA N2HTOY NOYCOn AN H CNAY AAAA N2A2 
Neon / (/// 185.24ff.) TAI T€ 6€ NTAI2P09 2MflA6UJNT 2NT€Y«JH THPC 6TMMAY MMAT6 AN MNn€200Y... AAAA 
N2A2 NCOn AIX6P0... 2NOY6UJNT / (A 2 400) fieiCUJMA nAI 6TNATUJ0YN 2NTANACTACIC 2MnTP€H+-OYUJ AN 
NK6CUJNA AAAA €TP€Ht”0YUI MMOM MHIN MMOH / (III 19.16ff.) NTOM ON fl€NTAH2UIN MNNCATPCYCOYUJNH 

&6~nn€kujpk an mfipan mfinoyte mayaam aaaa K6AAAY NANAy 44 It is also He who commanded..., not 

only that... but also... ” / (III 169.12f.) MNNCATPEK+-CBUJ NAY NOYCOn AN OYT€ CNAY AN OYT€ 90MT AN 
AAAA N2A2 NCOn I (A 2 414) OYN2A2 6YBUJA NN€fPA*H 2NOYCOOYTN AN / (ibid. 465) ...NC6TMP-BOA €nKUI2T 
€TB€ A€-MnOYP-nn€TNANOYH AN MMAT6 H X€-MnOY«m-2IC€ €TB€nXO€IC AAAA MnOYKATOOTOY €BOA 2MHPUJM6. 
NB. The simultaneous double placement (the “foreshadowed enclitic”, §6.0.3.3): (A 2 475) (TAOI2C) 
TAI NTAN6TOYAAB AOOC AN 6TBHHTOY AN AAAA 6TBHHTN A€’. Additional exx.: Mun. 96, III 111-2, 173. 
1 Iff. 09ANTOY- AN), 184.16ff. (N0€... AN), IV 47.8ff. (2MnTP€~ €TB€- MMAT6 AN) 57.17ff. (€N«JAN- €TP€N- 
AN OYA€ €TP€N- AN), Ch. 177.l3ff. (n€T~ €TB€“ MMAT€ AN AAAA 6TB6-) etc. 

Negator: (n?)- an. Placement: following the modifier; rarely preceding it (intercolary, §6.0.3), or double. 

(c) modifier ( + AYUJ) + neg. modifier expanding a verb form (affirm, or negatived): (P 130* 33 Ar) 
AHP-NOBC €POH €f!NOYT€ AN / (III 2 !2.3f.) HAMA2T6 MMOOY 6TPCY+ €nA20Y €9H AN / (ibid. 1 16.23f.) AMAIT 
620YN €YKAK€... AYUJ N€20YN AN €YOYO€IN / (Mun. 98, parall. Ill I69.14f.) ...AYUJ NC€TMP“2NAY €CUITM KA“ 
TAnOYUJ«J MflNOYTC AYUJ NKATAHOYUJSJ AN MtlOYA nOYA MMOOY / (A l 72) €N€NTACP~NOB€ €flNOYT€ €PO AN, 
NCPACOHC 6AUJC / (Ch. 153.36ff.) NCTCOOY2... 2MnCUJMA AYUJ 2Mri2HT AN / (/// 168.26) NAHOY“+“2HY NOYCBUJ 
NOY2AT AN. Additional exx.: HI 108.4f., IV 100.17f., 153.24f. etc. 

Negator: (n)- an. Placement: following the second modifier or (n- an) enclosing it. I consider the 
modifier in these cases (a-c)Lto be on the borderline of adjunct and focus, probably a gradient (non dicho¬ 
tomic) distinction: the two relationships are not mutually exclusive (§2.7.1.4.1). Here again, the negator 
seems to contribute towards enhancing — and co-marking — the focality of the modifier(s); consider 
the not uncommon case of * chcujtm ' + neg. modifier, where we are at a loss to decide between the cir¬ 
cumstantial and (circ. • ) Second Present, e.g. IV 64.7ff., 65.1 Iff. 

2.9.1.3 Pattern (3): Non-modifier focalizatjon (object only, §2.3.1). (Ch. 96.9f.) NTAIX6- 
OY«JAX€ AN N20YO / (Wess. 9 171c 7) 6IXI-60A AN / (IV 94.3) €“JAY“IUIUJ<*€-nU!N€ AN / (A 2 509) 6KOYUJM- 

NOB€ AYUJ OY2P6 AN. 

Negator: an. Placement: following the object. Theme: affirmative. No opposition between focal 
and nexal negation. 


2.9.2 Focus-initial patterns 

2.9.2.1 Pattern (4): # focus -+ Second Perfect #. (A I 81) MH €TB€NANOB€ AN NTAKMACTirOY 
MMOI / ( Wess. 9 I44c 24ff.) €TB€n€6BBI0 AN MAYAAM NTAMXOOC X€~ / (A I 113) €TB€Mn€0OOY AN MAYAAY... 
NTAriAl «JUJn€. 

Negator:-ah. Placement: immediately after the focus (focus: €TB€- only?). No opposition between 
nexal and focal negation. Topic: affirmative 161 . 


141 See §§2.5.1-2 for the negative topics, which seem to exclude a negated nexus or negative focus. 
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2.9.2.2 Pattern (5): # focus circumstantial #. (Wess. 9 106a 7ff. parall. P 130 2 71 pri€, see 

§2.9.2.4) HH 6TB6TMNTCTHHT’ AN 6ANAI AUJK €BOA N2UJB NIH 6NANOYM H €TB€TMNTATCUJTM AN NTOH €A~ 
NCIKOOY6 &UJK €BOA Mn€IMHH»€ MnCT200Y / (A l 219) MH €TB€NI2BHY€ PUI AN €TNriAACC€ MMOOY 2Hn6N2HT 
MHIN MMON AYUI T€NMNTP€HKA“2THN €PON HAYAAN 6AYAOOC NdINCnPOOHTHC CTOYAAB... A€~. 

Note (A l 89) 2ITNOY N6CNHY 6A2A2 P’«IMMO 6PUJTN MH 2ITNNNOMOC AN. 

Negator: - an. Placement: imm. following the focus (€TB€- only?). Topic: affirmative 161 . No op- 
position between nexal and focal negation. 

2.9.2.3 Pattern (6): # focus -> e-conj. form (Sec. tense + circumstantial) 162 . (A 2 519) 6TBHHT 
AN €KNA2YnOTACC€ NA1 OYA€ 6TBHHTK AN €INA+-nMA NAK €P"2UJB NIM / (Ch. 38.35ff.) €P9ANTBA«JOP A»KAK 
€BOA AN... €P€f1M0YI TPP€ / (A 1 114) MH 2U1CAOHT AN €P€I1AI TAMO MMO / (Wess. 9 158a 30ff.) 6YMOCT6 

MMUJTN AN €Y£(U NHTN NNAI MN26NKOOYE ENA^UJOY. 

Negators: - an, nn- an (rare). Placement: following or enclosing the focus. Topic: affirmative 1BI . 
No opposition between nexal and focal negation. 

2.9.2.4 # focus -> Basic Tense # (§2.6.2): (/// 16.3f.) MH ZlTMflAHAi AN Mn€Y<5u»NT NenPOOHTHC 
AYAOOC AE-... / (P I30 2 71 Pn€) MH €TB€TMNTCMNT (sic) AN ANAI AUJK EBOA N2UJB NIM ENANOYM H ETBE 
TMNTATCUJTM AN NTOH ANEIKOOYE XUIK EBOA MHEIMHHtilC MnEOOOY (parall. to Wess. 9 106a 7ff., see §2.9.2.2) 
/ (A I 124) H ETBEZENfieeOOY AN MN2EN+“TIUN AftKA2 OYUJN NPUJH AHUIMK NNETMMAY / (ibid. 125) CTBE" 
2EN20MT AN H MAAB N2AT AI1ETMMAY flAPAAIAOY MflENTAHCONTH / (A 2 80) MH 2ITMnE20Y0N0<5Ne<S AN 
NTOH... AlAUl MnEnsAAE / (A / 88) EilxiNAH AN AKAOOC... (sim. 354, 366). For more exx., see §2.6.2. 

2.9.2.5 Predicative modifier negated: # modifier- 0 4^ (§1.2.1.3.3). (A I 158) ENC-ETBEriEiZlBB 

AN NE0YNSI60M ETPE2ENKOOYETAMIOOY NAY / (/// 146.20ff.) ftAHN nAOEIC 2MnCK6UJNT AN... OYTE ETBHHT AN 

(cf. Jer. 10:24). 


2.10 Concluding note on the functional essence of the second tense 

✓ 

% 

In view of the data here presented, one can hardly consider the Second Tense an “ unsatiated sign " 
(Dressler 1973:70) or a form 44 of incomplete predication ” (Curme) in need of predicative complemen¬ 
tation, but rather an index characterizing (a) a verb form as theme (in the micro-syntactic extent) or 
theme-topic (in the macro-syntactic extent), (b) a verb lexeme or modifier as focus. The distinction be¬ 
tween (a) and (b) is resolved or signalled by the informational structure of the cotexi: the identification 
of the focus, and therewith the determination of the function of the Second Tense itself, is effected by the 
isolation or non-isolation of a topic in the extended environment of the converted conjugation form. I 
see the Second Tense, in association with other phenomena (word order, negation incidence, focusing 
modifiers and particles, suprasegmentals) as more of a focalizing than topicalizing agent. The functional 
category of which the Second Tense is but one of the exponents is the characterization of a predicative 
syntagm for Functional (or Informational) Sentence Perspective and Communicative Dynamism (i.e., thematic 
and generally cotextual boundness). This way of phrasing the functional essence of the form may appear 
banal: yet I believe it is preferable, highlighting the all-important macrosyntactic role of this conversion. 


1M Cf. Kickasola 1975:l34ff. (“Affirmative Second Tense Containing Negative Patterns*’, “Affirmative Nexus with 
a Negated AdvP in Frontal Extraposition This is rather a Second Tense -F circumstantial syncretism (§2.6). The use here 
of “extraposition ** is unfortunate: the predicative modifier is not extra -, but pre ~posed (see also Kickasola’s p. 292f., where he 
refers to this “ adverb ” as a “ predicative adjunct ’*). 
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3.0.1 Definitions: object, valency, diathesis. The object is an expansion of the conjugated 
or extraconjugational verb lexeme, consisting of a pronoun (personal, indefinite, interrogative, demon¬ 
strative) or determinator expanded by a noun lexeme. This object is either (a) preceded or (b) not preceded 
by a marker relating it to its verbal nucleus. Obviously, this definition as it stands would subsume under 
(a) all prepositional-phrase expansions. To narrow down and delimit that range of adverbal modification 
which is functionally a case apart and formally predictable — i.e. regulated — there is, I believe, no other 
way but that of applying the structural distinction between rectional (grammatically motivated, uncom- 
mutable — hence non-pertinent but a co-constituent of the verb) and complementational (optional, gram¬ 
matically unmotivated, commutable — hence pertinent) modification (§1. 1.2,1). The traditional approx¬ 
imative, universalistic (yet inherently ethnocentric) conception of “ direct ” vs. 44 indirect ” objects, of 
44 transitive ” vs. “ intransitive ” verbs, must not be uncritically imported into Coptic grammatical de¬ 
scription (and then be post-hoc justified), but must be examined with a view to giving it structural meaning. 


3.0.1.1 Trying to accommodate the conventional concept of (in)transitivity to the Coptic data, one 
can approach the problem at a semasiological angle *, a transformative-paradigmatic angle (with an inci¬ 
dental morphologic aspect) 2 , a syntagmatic (“constructional”) angle (again involving the morphosyn- 
tactic regulation of construct and pre-pronominal verb-lexeme allomorphs) or — and this is the usual 
practice — with a definition based on an unequal and individualistic admixture of all three 3 . The first 
approach, grouping some verb lexemes as transitive by semasiological criteria, would furnish a list partly 
coextensive with those lexemes selected by the other criteria, but this approach may be dismissed as es¬ 
sentially ungrammatical, also as largely subjective, arbitrary and uncontrollable. The transformational 
approach would refer the transitive active in a relatively simple way to a passive transformation. This 
assumes the existence in Coptic of a passive diathesis such as we know in Indo-European and Semitic, 
or at least the existence of a regular, clear-cut and predictable relationship: the transformation 4 actor + 
verb lexeme -{-direct object' =>'patiens+stative f (instrumental) actor' x being symptomatic of transitives. 


1 Cherix 1979:12f. Sauvageot 1950:158f.; Schmidt 1973:118f. calls this an “unsyntactic” differentiation. It is the 
basis of the generativist “ subcategorization ” and the structuralist distinctive feature in semasiological and morphologic functional 
analysis. 

2 Cf. Schmidt 1973:107, Busse 1974:124 n. 13, Callender I973a:65f. For a different, original conception of transi¬ 
tivity as one of a set of options of information arrangement, one of several “ networks of systems ” (mood, theme, transitivity). 


see Halliday 1967:37ff, 1968:212fT., 1972:146ff., 162ff. 

2 Cherix* exposition (1979:7f.) is a typical one, that (untypically) gives some attention to the matter of definition. 
Cherix defines as transitive a verb that fulfils one of three conditions: (I) a verb that “ has ” (i.e. alternates in) construct and pro¬ 
nominal forms of the lexeme, (2) that “ has ” (i.e. is transformable into) a qualitative, the (grammatical) subject of the state expres¬ 
sed by which is identical (i.e. correferent) with the actor of the infinitive, (3) the N-/MMO-* object construction is added by 
Cherix as distinctive, primarily to cater for Greek-origin verbs and such native ones as “have” no qualitative or morphophonemic- 
altemation mechanism (without taking into account the possibility that the value of N- may differ here from that of N- alternating 
with the construct or pronominal forms; n-/mmo* in pattern-oriented view does not enter into Cherix’s definition). See also 
Quecke I981:260f., 1982:285ff. and cf. Schuchardt, Spitzer 1928:289, 295f. 

4 Polotsky I960a:§9, Funk 1978a:120f. (an excellent concise overview of the problem), Quecke 1981:261. The trans¬ 
formation 1 actor + verb lexeme (infinitive, non-dur.) ’ =► ‘ actor + stative (dur.) ’ is a possible criterion for in transitives (the 
opposition infinitive vs. stative is suppressed for intransitives in the Bipartite Pattern — i.e. it is maintained in the [rather limited] 
circumstances of transitives predicated in the Bipartite, with the functional opposition of durative action vs. statal passive). This 
would mean that EiPE, while syntagmatically transitive, is resolvable into two paradigmatically (transformationally) transitive and 
intransitive-copular homonyms; for the latter, consider (K 9100) neto noyocin ayp-kakc / (H'ess. 18 99.17flf.) puime nim eho 
NCYCEBHC... CMHIANP-ACCBHC... / (Ch. 98.47AT.) N€TO NPMMAO N2NTN TNHn CP“2HKC I (III 48.28f.) »AYP-«UJB H CEO NtfUJB. There are 
still some problems here, esp. since the two lists, combinations and respective meanings have still to be established; witness such 
hairline oppositions as (A l 289) oyon nim CTO N20TC 2HTM moxoeic (“is fearful of...“) vs. (ibid. 297) oyon nim CTP-20TC 
2HTH MF1XOCIC (“ fears ”), vs. ( P 131® 94 ro) riC200Y CTO N20TC (“ frightening ”, “fearful”); (Ch. 21 passim ) Nrp-200YT AN OYAE 
NfP-C21MC AN NIT-MACE AN OYTC2TO 2ICIUJ... NfP-20H AC AN ON 2I0YOO2C... NTP-BAPBAPOC AN... “ you do not constitute..:' non-actual 
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However, this test can hardly be accepted as adequate on its own, in view of (a) the considerable group 
of lexemes for which a stative is not attested (which, on the other hand, cannot be said to constitute a 
separate class in any sense but this morphological one); (b) the important group of bivalent or trivalent 
(“ one/two-expansion ") “ intransitives such as NAY or 2AP€2, stative-less, which are for all structural- 
functional purposes not different from “true" (by extra-Coptic standards) transitives; (c) the case of 
verb syntagms expanded by the prepositional phrase N-/MMO-* (forming the subject matter of the present 
chapter); N- is, on the one hand, a direct-object marker after transitives under given conditions, yet on 
the other hand an “ adverbial " i.e. modifier signal (§1.3.1), and is thus in fact an “ inset" of the “ in¬ 
direct ” object as rection of transitives 5 ; (d) the absence in Coptic of a single, unambiguous, predictable 
passive * corresponding symmetrically to the “ active " ‘ actor + v. lexeme + object \ Moreover, this 
definition entails a subordinated, secondary treatment of the so-called “absolute", object-less 7 transi¬ 
tives — which is unsatisfactory in a structural descriptive framework. Some of the foregoing objections 
will be touched on in the following pages. Cumulatively, they seem to rule out the transformational 
definition as greatly over-simplifying. The syntagmatic definition is hardly ever adopted independently, 
but usually appears as a not overly important component of a complex definition. Based on constructional 
data, including the compatibilities of the combinatory allomorphs of the verb lexemes, it is wanting in 
depth: it still lacks a categorial point of view, to account (inter alia) for the N-construction as a surrogate, 
alternant or variant direct-object expansion. On the whole, however, this approach can be said to be 
the vestibule to the one advocated here — namely, one of pattern and valency structure. 


present (§3.1.2.LI)?; (A ! 37) (the blessed mountain) ENO NOYOEIN h ENP-OYOEIN “ is alight or sheds light”. On this issue, see 
Callender 1970:248ff., 1973b: 194 n. 2, 195, Shisha-Halevy 1976a:32. The recurring cases of infinitives of usually intransitive lexe¬ 
mes in durative environment (non-actual present? §3.1.2.1.1) weaken somewhat the distinctive value of the durative pattern for 
this purpose. Since it is conceivable that the burden of the functional opposition of actual vs. non-actual present falls on 
the formal opposition of stative vs. infinitive (intr.), we need yet an independent test for defining the intransitive. 

* Rectional N-/(MMO-») being a “case” morpheme, it is really a constituent of the verb and does not belong, structural- 
analytically speaking, to the noun syntagm to which it is, by syntagmatic “accident”, prefixed (cf. Barrj 1977:29). 

• Verb diathesis is a pattern-related phenomenon, determined by the vcrb-actant(s) structure, rather than one related to 
the verb alone. This (well put by H. Schuchardt, see Brevier 214f.) is almost a truism, but its ramifications are all too sel¬ 
dom fully realized. Consider the dependence of a “ passive ” value of the infinitive in Coptic on the presence of a (nominal, often 
pronominal) object : (Ch. 52.15fT.) zujb nim etepefipiijme oyasoy an eaay nan f (P 131 a 44 pie) €»a€-tnoyuw ae etmicpine mmon 
“ not to be judged ” / (Or. I56.I2ff.) (... eznak an) enex-oyujne noyutt etwk (i.e. into your well) “a stone to be thrown”, 
Shisha-Halevy 1975:473. Compare the famous locus (Mt. 22:30, Boh.) (bEN+ANACTACiC) MfiAYtfJ OYA€ MnAY^iTOY, corresponding 
to o’jte yajiouatv outc yapi^ovTai. Passive diathesis is nowhere explicitly defined for Coptic. The stative of transitive verbs furnish¬ 
es a morphologic statal passive form, predicatable (and occurring) only in the durative conjugation pattern (which in turn may 
be combined with the Tripartite-Conjugation categories by means of the periphrastic-suppletive conjugation with the use of the 
auxiliary tviunc). A “ Vorgangspassiv ” does not exist in Coptic as a true category: in the construction * CE-/-OY....... (6BOA) 

2ITN- \ opposable to ‘ CE-/-OY-.N<|- ’, the burden of the opposition lies on (€BOA) ZITN-, which does no more than instrumen- 

tally introduce the noun-lexical or pronoun-lexical content of an indefinite personal pronoun. Consider the following striking 
instances: (Wess. 9 119a 27ff.) oynpuime eyxuj mmoc epoh zitnnpuime *€-... / (IV 8.6) ccnaoycm-thytn zitntmhtatnazte / (ibid. 

41.16f.) CENAMEPITK ZITMtlNOYTE MNNPUIME / (ibid. I99.I5L) rtTHPN EYP-ZMME MMON ZITMtlTUflil MflNOYTE / (K 9292) NAI €TOY»AXE 
€POOY ZlTNN€rPA4H / (Wess. 9 143d I5ff.) flENT ANT AMI 00 Y H itentayt AMIOOY €BOA ZITOOTN “ who created them or by whom they 
were created”, cf. also III 170.27, IV 24.11, 66.2lf., Ch. 88.35ff„ 106.47f. etc. However, since, on the one hand, (EBOA) ZITN- 
(“ through the agency of”) is freely usable as a complement modifier phrase, and, on the other hand, the “ indefinite ” 3rd person 
plural pronoun is a fully privileged actor-expression in its own right — with no agentive specification — it is theoretically 
difficult to establish in Coptic a clear-cut “ syntactic ” passive category; consider such cases as (IV 28.5f.) 6EAAAY NZUJB ENANOYN 
€NNA»AAN NNENEPHY €BOA ZITMtlNOYTE / (ibid. 31.12) NTEPOYP'ZNAY EBOA ZITMIINOYTE / (Ch. 76.36f.) NTAKO ZITNNPUIME / (III 134.5f.) 
0Y0€l NAY EBOA ZiTMtlXOEIC / (ibid. 47.14) KAAUIC tfE €YOYEHl - nAM NEBitu. Again it will be noted that it is the object, rather than the 
combination of 3rd plural and (EBOA) ZITN-, that marks a construction as a “ passive ’’-surrogate or translation equivalent — not 
a true passive transform. Polotsky (I957a:228f. — CP 230f.) accepts (in)transitivity as an intrinsic (lexematic) category in Coptic. 

7 Cherix 1979:9 (“ absolut ”, “ moyen ”). 
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3.0.1.2 To replace the three related imported dichotomies of transitive intransitive verb, direct: 
indirect object, object :non-object (‘‘adverbial ") expansion, I propose a dependency, pattern definition 
— the adaptation to Coptic of an analytic strategy which, although certainly not novel in any of its es¬ 
sential details, has found more and more adherents in the last three decades 8 (in Coptic grammatical 
description it has not been applied hitherto) — the pattern (i.e. syntagmatic/paradigmatic) compatibilities 
of the verb lexeme, leading to a non-dichotomous, gradient classification. In a simplified outline (see 
also §1.1.2.1): 


(a) The matrix: The verb occupies a slot (“ Leerstelle ") — a nuclear one — in a pattern or matrix 


in which other slots are occupiable by its actor and by rective expansions 


44 actants " 


in Tesni^re’s 


terminology. The actantial potential of the verb, its valency , can be conveniently stated by the number 
and nature of potentially or characteristically occupiable rective slots, i.e. the dependences the given le¬ 
xeme can contract. Thus CUITn (n -/-) (or rather s-t-p y with {o/e/o} allomorphs of a relational archimor- 
pheme), NAY (€-) are bivalent verbs, MOY2 (-/N- + N-), zuj (€- + €-), 2AP62 (€- + €-) (cf. 2AP62 6POOY 


€TMTP€Y- IV 56.6), TCABO (~/N“ 


€-) are trivalent, while NKOTK, €1 are univalent. This classification is 


44 name ") — dif- 


distinctive: bivalent +, 6IN€, €IP€, MOYT€ (“ give ", 44 find [following upon a search] ", 44 make ", 44 call ”) 
are different from their trivalent homonyms (+ -/N- -f- N- 44 bring into a [given] state ", tfiN€ -/N- -f n- 
“ discover in a [given] state or act ", €IP€ -/N- -f N- 44 make into... ", MOYT€ €- 4- Af¬ 
ferent by the structural definition of identity. Transitive verbs are bi- or trivalent; intransitive ones, 
univalent (there are no zero-valents, like 44 it rains ", in Coptic). The zero-filled rection slot is very im¬ 
portant: the case of + OYB€-/(€20YN) €- (etc.) or — syntagmatically — the zero-anaphora (§3.1.1.1.0.1). 

(b) Slot paradigms , object vs. complement: some of the positions in the matrix are occupiable by one 
member only (or zero). These are conditioned, rectional or 


44 case " 


expansions 


a distinctive com¬ 


ponent of the verb lexeme (see n. 5). Since it is not opposed to another term, this satellite has no proper 
meaning, but contributes to the complex meaning of the verb syntagm (the preposition €- when non- 
commutable — i.e. after nay or 2AP62 — is as rectional, as devoid of meaning, as N-/MMO- or the imme¬ 
diate object-construction cern-, com-*). When a verb governs a paradigm of several rectional expan¬ 
sions — different prepositions, with an ensuing change of the overall meaning — we have homonymy 
of distinct verb lexemes, differing in meaning and rection-construction: CUJTM + 0 

” 9 


154.42), CUJTM €- 44 listen to ", CUJTM -/N- 44 hear 


44 lend an ear " ( Ch . 
CUJTM NCA- ” obey " 9 . When, however, the isolable 
meaning of the lexeme does not change as the modifiers commute (€1 €B0A/€20YN/€2PAI, 2MOOC 2I-/2N-/ 
NCA — but 2MOOC mn-, rective) we have truly free (in the sense of 44 grammatically unmotivated ") substi¬ 
tutability, i.e. non-rectional , meaningful, extraneous (not verb-componential) complement expansion, 

" 10 . A thorough study of Coptic verb valency and compatibilities, as also ex¬ 
tensive and precise valency listing of all verb lexemes, awaits future scholarship; my concern in the follow¬ 
ing pages will be the distributional structure and role relationship of the two major rection types, viz . 
the mediate (N-/MMO*) and immediate object-constructions. 


Tesniire’s 44 circonstant 


• Cf. Schuchardt 1905/6. Definitions in Tesni^re 1965, Helbig 1971, Busse 1974, Baum 1976. I have in this paragraph 
relied heavily upon the illuminating exposition in Ros£n 1977. 

• Cf. RostN 1977:168ff. 

10 The distinction between “ object actant and “ complement "-circonstant is difficult, practically and theoretically, and 
borderline or ambiguous cases abound. See (in addition to the reff. given in §1.1.2.1) the early discussions by von der Gabelentz 
(1869:383), Frobeen (I878:37f.). Paul (1920:§98). Frei's model does not distinguish between the two (1966:47), although he 
insists (1961:35f.l on their being kent distinct. Sauvageot (1960:348) relegates this distinction to an extra-grammatical level. 
See also Trubetzkoy 1939:77f., Mathesius-Vachek 1975:140. 
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3.0.2 Construction: relevant patterns and environments. Two constructions arc in un¬ 


structured view rival and collateral 11 : (a) the immediate 12 construction: 


44 a” 


specified as 


44 n 

^dur. 


(‘ infinitive^. -> pronoun/noun syntagm ') and 


44 

«noti-<Jur. 


(infinit i ve non ^, ur . -> pronoun I noun syntagm ') 


and (b) the mediate 12 construction “ b ”, specified as 44 b aw . " 0 infinitive dur . H-norn syntagm/ MMO- 

pronoun ') or “ fe n0 iwiur. ” (‘ w/wf/venon-du,.. -> N -noun syntagm/HHO-pronoun ’). In the pattern code, the 
subscript refers to environment factor (of the nuclear verb): durative , the (in a sense) marked environ¬ 
ment (almost only the present tense in the Bipartite Pattern) and non-durative , unmarked (for Aktionsart 

w 

and in a sense morphosyntactically), the Tripartite Pattern and extra-conjugational infinitive. The ex¬ 
pansion constituency includes the pronoun and noun syntagm 13 . The descriptive statements below refer 
to two kinds of structurally significant environments: (a/b) neutralization environment (§3.1), where pat¬ 
terns (a) and (b) are mutually unopposed and represented by either (a) (§3.1.1) or (b) (§3.1.2); ( a:b) op¬ 
position environment (§3.2), where (a) and ( b ) are mutually opposed. I must concede in advance that these 
last statements are much less confident and decisive than the neutralization statements. My principal 
concern in this chapter is to examine the functional load of the opposition ( a:b ). 


3.0.2.1 The morphophonemic alternation mechanism of the verb lexeme. As is well known, 
the Coptic verb lexeme may alternate in two pre-object allomorphs marked for syntactic dependence, 
often prosodically correlated as sandhi-forms (both are related to the syntactically unmarked 44 absolute ” 
or dictionary form). These allomorphs signal the verb - (satellite) noun (“ construct ") or verb - (satellite) 
pronoun (“pronominal”) syntagmatic links: (€IP€) P-/AA-*, (CUlTn) CCTfl-/COTn-*. Both are speci¬ 
fically non-final (the 44 absolute ” is unmarked in this respect). This mechanism, where available, provides 
the sole signalling of the verb - object interdependence in pattern (a). The sporadic absence (or rather 
graphemic 44 veiling ”) of the construct allomorph is therefore noteworthy and must be correctly under¬ 
stood. This phenomenon, normal in Akhmimic and quite frequently encountered in Bohairic, is sporadic 
in Sahidic u ; it is particularly common in Shenoute as far as literary Sahidic goes. The instances on my 
files are analyzed in the following table: 


11 The scarceness of a varia lectio fluctuation of both constructions ought on principle to prompt the question of some functio¬ 
nal difference, be it ever so tenuous (such rare cases are III 72 n. 19, A / 174 AYxn€-N€YMfHP€/AYxno NN€Y»HP€). Generally, on 
the construction of the object: Stern §§490, 491, 493; Schwarze-Steinthal 478-484; Steindorff 195! :§§389ff.; Till §261. 

“ I use ** mediate ” for an object-expansion marked by an extra-lexemic, post-adjunctai demarcative morpheme, “ imme¬ 
diate ” for a similar expansion marked intra-lexemically (by a segmental/modulation morpheme). 

l * This is in Coptic the meeting point par excellence of nominal and verba! syntagmatics. What expands the verb is in fact 
the determinator (a pronoun!), which is in turn expanded by a noun lexeme (§3.1.1.2.1 and Ch. 5). 

14 See Stern 1886:133, Andersson 1904:28ff., Erman 1915:187, Crum 1926:1 250, Sethe apud Kahle I954:202f., 213f., 
Till 1928:§147a-b(also ZAS 63:146f., 1928), Quecke 1972:45 with further reff., Shisha-Halevy 1976b:359f. This graphemic veiling 
is extended (in a comparable dialectoiogical distribution) to the interlocutive (“ independent ”) personal pronoun when a proclitic 
subject in the bimembral Nominal Sentence: the atonic allomorph (functionally marked as non-predicative) ANF-, HTK- (etc.) is 
graphemically wanting, yet juncturally identifiable. This phenomenon is widespread in Shenoute (Shisha-Halevy 1976b:359): 
ANON- (Ch. 65.23f., IV 19.22), anok- (A 2 70), ntuitn- (Thompson K 3 vo. IV 100.7). 
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Conjugation 

form 

(non-dur.) 

Verb lexeme 

Determination 

paradigms 

Subsequent 
indication 
of juncture 

Reference 

perfect 

OYUJN2 

n- 

NAN €BOA 

Ch. 112.16 ff. 

fut. I 

OYUIN2 

n- 

€BOA 

Ch. 103.7f. 

fut. 11 

OYUIN2 

n- 

GBOA 

Ch. 65.1 Of., 78.13f. 

perfect 

CUTTH 

n- 


A 1 109 

infinit. 

OYUIM 

n- 


Ch. 104.40f. 

conjunct. 

CUIK 

n- 

G2PAI 

IV 168.7f. 

-TP€- 

uin 

n- 


H'ess. 9 173b 4ff. 

perf. 

TUIM 

n- 


P 130 4 122 AA 

jussive 

TUIM 

n- 


P 130 4 122 AA 

aor. 

yiuiuj<$€ 

n- 

AN 

IV 94.3 

fut. II 

TAAPO 

n- 


P 131 s 43 P 

perf. 

C2AI 

n~ 


IV 72.20 

conjunct. 

mupx 

oy- 


HI 219.18f. 

-TP€~ 

AOOY 

OY“ 

NAN 

IV 107.25 

perf. 

“JOPMIP 

OY“ 


IV 19.13f. (A) 

fut. I 

CKAI 

OY“ 


A 2 24 

fut. Ill 

OYUIM 

0- 


IV 173.4,9 

conjunct. 

AOOY 

(-) 


IV 102.8 

perf. 

C2AI 

(-) 


IV 72.19 

-TP€- 

nUJ2T 

(-) 

GBOA 

IV 100.2f. 

fut. I 

OYUJN2 

(-) 

GBOA 

Ch. 67.26ff. 

( dur .) 





pres. 

OYUIM 

0 - 


HI 177.18 (A) 

pres. 

OYUIM 

0 - 


A 2 509 

pres. 

OYUIM 

0 - 

2UIUIH 

III 202.19 

pres. 

OYUI2J 

0 - 


III 145.28 

pres. 

TUkS 

0 - 

MMHNG 

/// 70.7 

P€H- 

2UITB 

0 - 


Ch. 27.1 If. (§3.4.1) 

pres. 

UJ2C 

0 - 


IV 159.2f. 

pres. 

TAYO 

0 - 


IV 159.2f. 

pres. 

TAYO 

0 - 

GBOA 

Ill 175.24 (A) 











determination paradigms: 


“ n- ” incl. demonstratives 

44 0Y- " incl. 2€N- 

0- zero determinator 

(—) indeterminables: 2A2, 206IN€ 

V 

The three essential tell-tale features in this distributional picture are: 

(a) Determination complementary distribution: fi-determination is restricted to the non-durative infinitive, 
while for (a dur .) only zero-determination of the noun is attested, this being reflected in the statements 
made in §§3.1.1.2.1, 3.1.2.1, 3.2.0.1. 

(b) Prosody: in most instances we have clear indication of the close juncture of the verb - object link, while 
the rest do not counterindicate this. 

(c) Lexeme morphology: the class distribution shows all principal iexemic patterns proportionately re¬ 
presented 15 . We may conclude that this phenomenon constitutes neither an infringement of the Stem- 
Jemstedt Rule (§3.1.2.1) nor a special zero-marked construction 16 . 

3.1 The opposition mediate vs. immediate object-construction suppressed 

3.1.1 Opposition represent ant : the immediate construction 

3.1.1.1 The pronominal object in non-durative environment. The following statement, 
found to be true: 44 unless contrary overruling factors are involved (§3.1.3.3), and when morphologically 
feasible, the pronominal direct object occurs exclusively in pattern (anon-dur)» with the pronominal state 
of the verb lexeme expanded by a suffix pronoun ”, extends the Stern-Jernstedt Rule (§3.1.2.1) to part 
of the non-durative environment 44 uncharted ” in Jernstedt 1927 17 . It hardly needs special exempli¬ 
fication, as the (oaon^ur.) pattern is attested on practically every other line in the corpus (many instances 
will be given passim in this chapter). A striking instance is the almost ubiquitous alternation of -XUJ 
MMOC (durative) with -XOOC (non-durative) — the neutric fern, pronoun -C-, the formal (“ dummy ”) 
object, is cataphoric to the subsequent *€-. This (and similar) alternation is clearly observable in such 


15 As a matter of fact we have no general statistics by which to evaluate or weight the class incidence of this phenom¬ 
enon. Striking is the high incidence of the biradicals (“ KUJT on oyujm cf. Quecke 1972:45), also (relatively speaking) of C2AI, 
ckai, and perhaps the low incidence of the causatives (cf., for Subakhmimic, Nagel 1964:157-8). 

» Cf. Till 1928:§!47a-b, Emmel 1981:142f. (n. 5). For XUIU)A€ CMA2 CMA2, kuith aaa€ XAA€'\ see §1.3.3 above. 

17 Two letters from P. V. Jernstedt to W. E. Crum (Brit. Lib. Add. MS 45685, part 11, flf. 302f„ 379IT.) prove that Jernstedt 
was well aware of this. He had started investigating the non-durative environment (using as corpus Budge's Martyrdom of 
Viktor; “ Later on ” — he writes — ** I shall not forget Shenoute ”). In his first letter, dated the 26.3.34, he announces 
his intention to extend the basic formulation of the rule, and reports his interim impression that (for €TP€MCUITH), although with a 

n-/OY-determinated object the mediate construction occurs as a rule, with the personal pronoun “ the treatment is contrary 
to that in the praesentia**. In the second letter written five years later (1.3.39) Jernstedt, in a criticism of Chaine’s grammar, 
remarks on the rarity of the mediate construction with pronominals, stating this to be a fact of Shenoute’s usage (and incidentally 
advocating the Spezialgrammatik approach). The existence of these letters was kindly brought to my attention by Prof. Bentley 
Layton. 
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cotextual configurations 18 as the following: ( A 1 82-3) ...6YTBBO mmooy h 6AYTBBOOY / (Ench. 66b) €K€IP€ 
MMOC H AKAAC HM6AOC HnOPNH / ( III 132.17f.) €IT€ N6NTAYCOYUJNM €IT€ N€T€NC€COOYN MMOH AN / (IF 108 
apud Dictionary 742f.) N€T2UJ2 MMOC H N6NTAY202C. 

3.1.1*1.0.1 Cotext patterns: the anaphoric pronominal object - suffix vs. zero. When 
a pronominal object is anaphoric to a noun syntagm 19 — and this is the usual case — it is observable 
that the form of the object varies and indeed alternates with the referate determinator (§5.1.1.0.1). This 
is fully in keeping with — indeed corroborative of — the general theory of the noun syntagm in Coptic 
(§5.1.1), according to which the determinator is the prime nucleus, the lexeme its first expansion: the 
referate of the anaphoric object is the article, not the noun lexeme: 

(!) * fn-}/{OY-}/0- NIM -> suffix pronoun (Ch. )04.8f.) €K«JAN€IP€ Mn2An MH NTAKAAM NAK / (158. 
I4fF.) OYON... €MNTAH-nO€IK 60Y0MH / (III 38.3) ri€l2UJB AINAY €POH / (ibid. 34.28f.) €YAOB€ HCAHPAN €T“ 
P€YAITM AYUI NCAN€2BHY€ AN €AAY / (A / 256) AINTECBUJ 6TNAN0YC CAOOC «JAn2An MM€ €AAM / (/// 128.18) 
NC600Y ATCTNTAAY NAN / (ibid. 25.3f.) 2UIB NIM €T€TNOYA«JOY «JAA€ NIM €T€TNOYA«JOY AOOY AYUJ API- 
COY / (A 2 468) HI MnPOOY«l MnCTNANOYH NIM €AAH / (ibid. 396) ...OY«JAA€ EAOOH / (A 1 88) 2€Nn€OOOY 
€AAY / (ibid. 45) AONOYTC TUWJ NAK €€IP€ N2€N2BHY€ 6YNA«JT... MnHTUJwj NAK A€~MnPAAY. 

(2) 4 0- determinator -► -0 object expansion (A 2 392) €AOOC A€ AC-MnOYAi-BAflTICMA NIM fiCTO 
MMNTPC A€~AYAI / (ibid. 59) NCN2BHYC TAP N€TTP€N€lwJAA€ +-2AI1 6PON AYUI NANOYC €Y+ I (A l 39) ASJ-A20M 
AYUJ +UJ«J 2UI NMM€ / (IV 82.1 I) “JAM+~OC€ N20Y0 NHTP€2€NKOOY€t / (ibid. 83.3) ...€K+‘2IC€ NAY €K+ NAK / 
(Ch. 113. 47ff.) €«JA€-nNOYT€ TAP AI-600Y 2NN€YC€BHC MAI ON 2NNACCBHC / (ibid. 173-4) €IC «JOMT€ NPOMF1C 
+NHY 6IUJINC NCAKAPI10C 2NtBUI NKNT€ N+dlN€ AN 2!UJUJC / (Ryi. Cat. 32 No. 68 Cl) MNTOY-AAAY N2UJB €AUJ 
€POI / (Ch. 91.1 7fT.) ...CNKUIT6 NCAnceOOY €€IP€ / (P 131 8 105 ro) n€T*N-APIK€ TAP €MdlN€ AN C20YN €n€T«lA- 
A€ AAAA CflAOrOC... / (A 2 153) NTANIM NPUJMC P-AIKAIOC €N€2 CTBCflCA MflHI ... A€“€NNA€IP€ ANON 20 / (III 

165.17) neroYuiyj cp-atcujtm mapcmcipc / (ibid. I8.15f.) ana«j mcn MnoY€iP€ (cf. 17.25) / (K 933) nccna^jp- 

«JHP€ an €N€2 NOYCIUJT... €AY€*P€ ON NTAYCIP6 criAlNAH. This is a distinctive and favourite Shenoutean 
figure, of which the most frequently occurring instance is no doubt the constellation 4 P-NOBC -► €IP€ 1 
(III 16.24) NCTNAP-NOBC C6NACIP6 ON... / (Ch. 7l.3lff.) €l«JANP-NOB€ H €I“JANTM€IP€, also ibid . 65.14f., 66.7, 
74.50IT., HI 93.21, P 130 l 37 pnz, etc. Anaphorically , then, there is only a binary opposition of zero .non¬ 
zero determination, the equipollent opposition {n-}:{OY-}:0- being simplified 21 . 

(3) In passing, let us look at two other noteworthy anaphora patterns: (a) (A l 9) ...6YAUI MMOC 
AC-6YO NKOINONIA (sic) MNN6Y6PHY NC€0 AN 2NOYCOOYTN — anaphoric zeroing of a predicative-constituent 
modifier phrase 22 ( 4 NC€0 AN ' in thematic status, the new rheme being 2NOYCOOYTN). This brings us to 
(b) the anaphoric zeroing of a lexeme-componential modifier: (IV 181.13) MHTANOCl (sic) UJ npuiMC €T- 


18 Notably in the precising 44 disjunctio Sinuthiana" figure (Shisha-Halevy 1975:473, 1976a:37ff.). 

» The pronominal predicate (of a “nominal Sentence “), anaphoric to OY-, 2€N-, is OVA (n€)/OY€i (T€), 20€IN€ (H€): (A 2 62) 
T€C21M€ erxuj mhoc X€-ANr-OYnAPO€NOC €OY€i an T€, Or. I59.45ff„ 159-160 (von Lemm I972a:12f., Shisha-Halevy I976a:35). 
The predicate resumptive of (n-) is problematic — ntoh n€, an “ illogical 44 extension of the 44 c'est lui 44 construction to cover the 
“ case vide 44 of 44 // rest e.g. Or. I57.27ff. (see Vergote, BiOr 13:226b. 1965); nAi in (A / 173) CYAUI MMOC X€-N€200Y MnoYA 
noYA N€ OitnAi AN nc may be another way of expressing this but may on the other hand stand for the whole predi¬ 
cation: 44 this is not the case 4 \ 20INC in (A 2 254) (animals called) 4 IUI 4 (or) 4 CANNC2 4 (€)N20IN€ AN N€ refers untypically to a 
lexemic zero form. 

20 Note that both 44 transitive 44 and 44 intransitive 44 P- are here represented: see n. 4. 

21 n-, ov- are both excluded as immediate objects after the durative verb (see below); both are coordinated by MN-. 
An apparent exception to this anaphoric pattern: (A I 154-5) TOPm H riCMKAZ N2HT €T0>01NOYT€ €IN€ h CTMNANTC €ANN€rHNOYA€ 
h ncthnanoxoy €BOA is explicable by the special zeugmatic construction (yet another juncture! link, §6.0.2). 

22 Cf. Tobler 1886:86ff.; see Dressler 1973:27f., 32ff. on (zero-)anaphoric constructions (with further reflf.). 
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M€€Y€ A€“AriHOYT€ KUJ NAK CBOA. MnCHKUJ / (Ch. 183.54ff.) AYHIAATOY M6AOC M€AOC A€"€YNAKA”flNOYT€ 
NCUJOY AYUJ HnOYKAAM / ( P 130 1 35 PMr) ...NT6TEMMATOY THPC BU1K €BOA ZMnOYCUJMA H CHI A AT NBUIK (IV 
67.7f.) 6YHIANKUIA2 EKAA-nAT CNNAKUJAA THPN 6YHIANKU1A2 ETUJOYN 62PAI CNATUIOYN with both zero ob¬ 
ject and anaphorically zeroed modifier, proving their basic similarity. Also A 2 520 (0YA20Y NCA- -> 
0YA20Y), 360 (KAAY NCUIM K A AY ); compare (P 131 7 39 VO) n€TMOK2 N2HT MAP6HMKA2 (see n. 4). 

3.1.1.1.0.2 The objective pronoun paradigm. As may be gathered from §3.1.1.1.1, the suffix- 
pronoun paradigm, when expanding the verb, is poshlexemic. When, on the other hand, the pronominal 
object does not bound on the lexeme (and in isolated, morphologically peculiar cases where it does) we 
find an allomorphic paradigm — that of the objective pronoun (which, in contradistinction to the suffixes, 
is objective only). The objective pronoun occurs: 

(a) After a (synchronic) suffix-pronoun in possessor role in the verboids OYNTA*, MNTA* 23 . Here 
the objective pronoun is usually anaphoric to the antecedent (most often, substantivizing article) of the 
relative verboid: 4 (n)€TGO > <H'Xk+suffix-pron.+objective pron.' and therefore not as a rule found in 
the interlocutive persons 24 : Singular , masc .: -M, - 6T60YNTAHH (A I 41), MNTAKH (Or. 158.2f.), - €TE- 
OYNTAIH (A 2 325), OYNTAYH, MNTAYM (///I 72.18, 90.18), OYNTANH (A 2 10, P130 1 132 TKr )\fem.\ ~C, - €MN~ 

TAKC (P 130 4 94 cr, 131* 88 ro), OYNTAHC (III 85.14, 100.12, Berl. 1613 7 a), - 6TEOYNTAIC (Mich. 550 13 

% 

ap. Dictionary 563b), “€T€OYNTAYC (P 130 4 76 vo). Plural : -COY (Ch. 23.48f., AT 929), OYNTANCOY (///119.1). 

(b) After an indefinite 3rd-person-plural suffix, diachronically in actor role, synchronically a semi- 
analyzable component of the lexeme: XOOY “ send ”, tnnooy “ fetch ”, “ send ”, (T)TOOY “ make give ” 
in non-durative environment (see Obs. (3) below)): Singular , 1st person: -T, EYTMXOOYT (A l 465); 2nd 
pers. masc.: -K, ahtooyk (IV 193.10), tnnooyk (111 38.21); 3rd person masc.: -M, AOOYM (IV 88.18, Ch. 
66.27), (T)TOOYH (P 13P 44 pis): Plural , 3rd person: “COY, “C€, TNNOOYCOY (III 24.23), AOOYC6 (very 
common: III 167.2If., IV 64.20, Ch. 40.23ff. etc.), (11/ 187.5). 

(c) After C2AI (in variation with CA2-), API* : 3rd pers. plur. C2AICOY (Ch. 94.15f., 185.23f., 160.2, 
v.f. CA20Y), APICOY (III 25.4): a case of l-final lexemes. 

Observations: (I) Morphophonemically, most instances (excepting only OYNTAK* (?), API*) 
could be phrased as “ \S-pronoun ” (S = non-syllabic sonant, to include H). 

(2) Only “COY 25 is, properly speaking, a distinctive ecxlusive member of this paradigm: all others (and 
the list is probably incomplete) are homonymous with the corresponding suffixes or (C€) prefix. 

(3) Some examples show the objective pronoun in case (b) to be in alternation with the mediate object- 
construction, viz. in durative environment: (III 150.7) „.€€l&OOY MMOOY / (ibid. 187.8) ...€T€TNTNNOOY 
MM 00 Y; like the suffix-pronoun, then, it is regulated by the Stern-Jernstedt Rule; in case (a), on the other 
hand, it is not commutable with MMO*. 

3.1.1.2.1 Nominal/pronominal object: zero-determinated noun, substantivized relative, 
indeterminables. (1) The zero-determinated nominal object enters exclusively the constructions 


» See Stern §§316, 342, Stejnthal-Misteli 1893:293. 

u In (A 1 4!) nOYUltti €T€OYHTAM€ € 20 yn €POM “ the desrre thou (fem.) hast for him " the order of elements may be condi¬ 
tioned (but in Joh. 4:18 (also P 130* 10, not. Sh.J we do find (n)€T€OYNT€ei). Comparable cases are Joh. 16:15 (Chester Beatty 
and 3 of Homer's MSS) €T€OYNTec-nA€iunr “ which my Father has / Joh. 4:16 TArAnH €T€OYNTC - riNOYT€ “ which God has ” and 
NHC XI 16.1 Of. oynt€C-nh “ they have it " — all with a non-personal possessor. 

** Discussed by Piehl (AZ 33:40ff. [1895]), Spiegelberg (AZ 53:133f. [1917]) and Till (WZKM 33:128 ff. [1926]), who typic¬ 
ally considers these combinations “ unsinnig 
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(fldur ), (Onon-dur.) 2 *: (A / 256) 20IN6 M€N €Y+-*APnOC NCA2PAI 26NKOOY6 A€ €Yt MFI€YKAPnOC NCATn€ / (A 2 
481) nAI €TS€€T”PUIM6 N6YCIA HRAIABOAOC / (ibid. 352) HP-AIKAIOCYNH / (P 130 5 34 l) C€OY€2~BAPOC A€ 
20 JUJH €&MriPUJM€ / (Ch. !54.52ff.) €Y“JANOY€2-MATOI €PON. In more precise rephrasing, this may be taken 
as a phenomenon of mutual exclusion between N-, the marker of construction (6), and the zero determi¬ 
nator which, as nucleus of the noun syntagm (§5.1.1), is really the object. This is a secondary statement, 
overruling others (§3.1.2); it does not invalidate them or constitute a deviation. It is absolutely essential 
here to define the zero for which this statement is true: it is only that zero which is commutable in a full 
paradigm with the two other determinators (§5.1.1.0.1), viz. {n-)/{OY-}/0-, whereas a zero determinator 
in a paradigm not including either of the other two is not incompatible with N-, and hence does occur in 
construction (b ). Consider the following: OY -less paradigm : -K€-/NK€- (///74.8, 19.5f.), —/N + cardinal 
numbers 27 (/// 52.8, IV 124.7, Berl . 1613 5 vo [6AN0YHP-MAAB/-P-A0YUH] vs. Ill 157.28, I I2.!f., IV 103.6 — 
note IV 67.6 €N€IP€ NPUJM6 CNAY); n-te paradigm : -AAAY/NAAAY (/// 94.1, Ch. 130.28f.), -OY/NOY (interr.; 
IV 95.17, A 2 366 €IA€~ 0 Y vs. Ill 45.23, Ch. 166.1). Indeterminables , of course, do not count as zero- 
determinated, hence ought to be compatible with N-. I can, however, find examples of pattern (£) only 
for the indefinite pujme* 8 : (IV 80.18) nnepujme nP0TP€n€ npuime. For him (Ch. 78.46ff.), OYHP (ibid., Ill 
107.20f., IV 80.15), 2A2 (Ch. 29.I5AF., Ill 25.4f.), 201N6 (III I39.4f.) 1 have only examples of the immediate 
construction. 

(2) ner- (etc.), the substantivized relative syntagm, for which we distinguish (§5.2.3.1) two distinct 
patterns: (a) n€T-/T€T-/N€T-, present, future, perfect etc. — not further determinable (i.e. n-, the nuclear 
determinator, is always initial in this syntagm) and (b) n€T-, further determinable: present tense only, 
n- uncommutable (hence not a determinator, but a nominalizator morph). Determinators here include 
the definite (not feminine), indefinite (singular and plural), zero, 0-... nim ; see (3). Pattern (a) is compatible 
with the object marker N- (obligatory in the durative, §3.1.2.1): (III I5.23f.) 2MnTP€KTUJPn NHETENOYK 
AN N€ / (ibid. I09.2f.) OYArAeON A6 ON n€ ETPAAUJ NHTN MFl€NTAOYnP€CBYT€POC... ANOYI €POH / (ibid. 
205.4f.) T6T6AIO NN€TP-NOB€... TEKPINE NNETNHY N€ / (IV 58.26)... NHOYUIH MnETMNAOYOMH / (ibid. 43.28) 
MnOYt Hn€T€POOY / (Ch. 55.1 Off.) &€~NNA&UJ NAH Mn€T€«ili#€, but occurs also (in non-durative environ¬ 
ment) in the immediate construction: (III 121.2If.) €M«ANTHA€-n€T€“l»€ / (IV 88.1) NN60YA H 20IN6 
OY€M“N€TCOTn. Pattern (b) is, to my knowledge, found only in the immediate construction (incompa¬ 
tibility with N-?): durative : (IV 7.11) €N€MnAl P-n€600Y AN / (ibid. 128.27, Ch. 63.9f.) — €TP-n€0OOY, 
non-durative : (III 104.1) ASA€-n€©OOY / (IV 3.17f.) €Y^ANP-n€TNANOYH / (/// 150.21)) €P~n€TNANOYM etc. 

(3) 0-...- NIH, the discontinuous determinator, and ... - NIM, the postpositive determinator (§5.1.1.0.1) 
are distinct from zero determination, and are both compatible with N- 2 *: (Wess. 9 179d 7f.) €YMOCT€ 
MneOOOY NIM / (III 20.5f.) €N€IP€ N2UIB NIM NArAOON / (Ch. 85.7f.) €KM€ N2API NlM MM€ / (HI 113.11) ANCUJ9 
NNOB6 NIM / (ibid. 151.24) ...6YKUI €BOA... NAPIK6 NIM. In the immediate construction: (IV 85.22) »AP€- 
n€H2HT TCTE-2NO NIM €BOA. 


M So explicitly in Jernstedt 1927:70, in terms of compatibility. It is interesting to note that the residual pre-object nomina 
agentis (construct participles, historically) have almost exclusively zero-determinated objects: mai-pooy«i (Ch. 199.34T.), mai-NOYTC 
(/// 120.15), NAI-TO NZOYO (CA. HO.lOf.), MACT**2HK€ (Ch. 104.25), MACT-PUIMC (III 120.13), and so on. It may have been this 
generic, clichd-Jike or terminological application of these syntagms which was responsible for their survival into Coptic. (For 
the similar behaviour of the productive, remodelled analytic P€M-, see §3.4.1.) 

27 Sec §5.1.1.0.1: OY- as the number “ one” does belong in this paradigm. 

Pronominal puih€ “ (any)one ” is the animate counterpart of inanimate aaay, and must be kept distinct from the deter¬ 
minable (n-)/[OY-}/0-PtiJM€ ** a (usually male) human being”, opposed to C2IM€, noyt€, OHPiON,etc. The incompatibility of n- with zero 
determination is not absolute. A (very rare) instance of the two morphs co-existing is Mi. 10:37 (Sah. and 44 Middle Egyptian ”). 
** oyon nim in (Rossi 213 13) ...CMANOY noyon nim is different in that OYON is in Shenoutean Sahidic indeterminable. 
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3.1.1. 2.2 Nominal /pronominal object: oy€«i-7oya«i*\ a unique lexicosyntactic overrule 
OYUJ^J 44 desire ”, 44 love ” constitutes a well-known (though as yet unexplained) deviation from the Stern- 
Jernstedt Rule 30 . This lexeme enters the immediate construction only, even with non-zero-determinated 
nominal object: ( Ch. 93.38f.) ...6H20TO nah ayuj enhoyasw an / (ibid. 167-8) •..EYOYes-nTBBO NN€Y«JHP€ 
/ (K 9040) tOYA«JK TUJN6 / (A 2 153) MH N€IOT€ OY€«“N€Y»HP€ AN H N«JHP€ OY0SI-N€Y€IOT€ AN H nPUJMC 
0Y€«J-T€HC2IM€ AN H T6C2IMC OY€“J-n€C2Ai AN. When OYUf“* “wish” has an infinitival object, we find 
either the immediate construction or the 44 absolute ” form of the lexeme expanded by (€ -f- infinitive ): 
(A 2 238) NIM <5€ T6N0Y n€TOY€«-P-niCTOC AN, NIM n€TOYUJ«J AN 6P-AIICAI0C NIM nCTOY€»-2AP€2 AN €n€HrA- 
MOC EHOYAAB NIM n€TOYey-NA AN... NIM n€T0Y€4J-P-n€TNAN0YH AN, NIM nCTOYUJ«l AN €KA-T€H2€AniC 21- 
flNOYTE / (Ch. 23.19ff.) ...€KOY€«~MOOYTH / (ibid. 68.28f.) N+OY€«*-XOOH AN. Note the variation €P€OY€*- 
TPA-/€P€OYUJ«J €TPA- in A 2 513. 


3.1.1.2.3 A trend: the definite nominal object of deriving verbs. (1) The statement made 
in §3.1.1.2.1 is no doubt most pertinent for those syntagms of the form 4 construct verb-lexeme -+ id- 
noun lexeme ’ in which the verb has the formal-grammatical role of an auxiliary, noun-to-verb deriving 
element: P-OYOEIN “shine”, P-ANA9 


44 swear ” 


4 i 


P-nOA€MOC 44 fight ”, P-9YCIA 44 sacrifice ”, +-600Y 
honour”, AI- 60 A 44 lie ” 3l , +-Aoroc “report”, mi-pooy«i “care for, be mindful of” and the like. 


uni- 


This impression of the formal role of the nucleus verb is correlatable with the semantic fusion role 
verbation ” — in turn relatable to a systemic conception of its function: these are the denominal derived 
verbs, the Coptic answer to the Indo-European (notably Greek) derivational suffixes 32 : the verbal element 
is the marker of their verbal compatibilities (hence, the nucleus) and of their privileges of occurrence, 
while the zero-determined lexeme, providing the lexical content, is equivalent to the root constituent in 
the Indo-European derived stem, a “ forme base de motivation ” — accordingly, the zero determination 
»$ here operative M . Now it is my impression, which 1 offer here for what it is worth and which must still 
be confirmed or disproved empirically and on a statistical basis, that determination of the object in similar 
syntagms does not affect the construction — still (tfnon-dur X immediate — nor perceptibly the semantic 
univerbation; the only difference is that the nominal constituent is in this way accommodated to expan¬ 
dability and is characterized as (relatively) independent (a junctural indication). A few representative 
instances: -p-n2UJB (Ch. 103.24f.), -p-nnobe (Ch. 57.57), -p-nZAn, -p-neH2An (Ch. 86.42, 134.26f.), 
“P8€ N- (Ch. 82.2,5, 182.54), with -P-T6H2E (Ch. 189.47f.) and -P-T€I2€ (11/ 177.6), -P-flBOA (IV 158.17) 


30 Jernstedt 1927:70. Nagel 1964:296f. attributes this aberrant property of oyui» to its “ defectiveness insofar as what 
he terms a “ personal passive” function (i.e. its intransitive reference in a non-durative environment) is concerned. I doubt that 
this reference is so much a property of the lexeme as a function of its environment, or that it is unique to OYUW# (cf. AHOYUJN H 
ayoyujn mmoh A / 108 and Funk 1977:27ff., 30, 34) and that this accounts for this unusual phenomenon — the absence of 
a syntagmatically identifiable durative infinitive. It is true that 0YUJ9, a ” transitive ” verb, is not opposed to a passive stative 
(C€0YA»M 2ITN-, e.g. Ch. !06.47f. is suppletive), but neither are MOCT€ M hate ”, tflN€ ” find ”, CUTTH ” hear ”, 2IOY6 “ throw ” 
(in Sah.) and quite a few others — all subject to the Stem-Jernstedt Rule. Semasiological incompatibility with durativity can¬ 
not be ruled out as the explanation (note the comparable exclusion of “ verbs of perception and feeling ” from the progressive 
category in English), but can only be inferred, not proven. We must for the present content ourselves with pointing out the 
special treatment of this lexeme — unless one accepts as ” explanation ” the parallel Demotic idiosyncrasy of mr (Parker 
1961:183fi, Johnson 1974:59, 61). 

31 For auj we have four juncture grades (§6.0.2): XUJ#, X€~, xi 4- (with a weakening link € -*■ i), zoo- (cf. Stejnthal-Mi- 
stelj 1893:91f., 281 for a grading of the verb-object juncture). 

** These too are probably nuclei in their syntagms (Barri 1977:29). 

33 Cf. Guillaume 1919:236f. (“melange de mots” in “ traitement z6ro entre verbe et regime direct”); Dubois 1965: 
150f., 154f. (” Pabsence de Particle supprime fexistence du syntagme nominal ”); KrAmsky 1972:36 (CoIIinson's definition), 58. 
The valency model of the compound verb is not straightforward; I suggest the assignment of the whole syntagm to the zero slot 

9 » i 1 9 1 9 1 

of the matrix: like curm I mmo-, nay | epo-, so P2AA | mmo-, P2An | €po- (sec §§3.1.2.0.1 and 3.1.2.2.2 below). 
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and -p-TCMBOA (IV 82.17), -p-t€Y<som (III 165.11, IV 159.9f.), -p-riM€€Y€, -p-n€HM€€Y€ ( Ch . 71.44f., Ill 
146.31), -P-numa (Ch. 102.42, IV 49.9 T€OB«j) vj. AP€P-nuiB«i, -p-tnhcteia (Ch. 101.1 If.), -p-rurAeoN, 
-p-nn€TNANOYM (/// 115.25, Ch. 180.2f.), -p-nOYUJ* -p-n€MOYUi» (III 134.3f., Ch. 49.53, 100.25f., 134.48f.), 
-p-nnOHHPOH (Ch. 105.50f.), -p-tcynaiic (IV 155.25), -p-neHMTON (IV 172.21, Wess. 9 154d 20ff.), -p-tm€ 
(IV 91.3), -P-T6IANOHIA (IV 114.1), -P-n€20Y0 (Ch. 157.5f.), etc.; with indefinite determination: -P-OYA- 
NA«J (III 16.12), -P-26N6YCIA (III 73.13), -P-OYNA (IV 114.20, Ch. 162.50f.); other auxiliary verbs: -6N- 
rmrnoc (III 114.13), -*n-oyna (Ch. 104.l3f., 118.3If.), -^M-noYoeisi (Ch. 101.5f., Ill 204.7), -*N-e€ “find 
means ” (III 99.6f., 25), -<SM-n(€H)WN€ (IV 49.5, 61.8), -Ai-ri20 (IV 119.10; Ai-20 III 39.22), Ai- N<SONC 
(III 123.7f., 138.6), etc. M . 

(2) The idea that this preference for construction (a) may be symptomatic of the close-juncture contour 
of these syntagms is perhaps corroborated by the verbs compounded with an “ inalienable ” noun (and 
its obligatory possessor-suffix), not all of which are subject to the Stern-Jernstedt Rule 35 : P-2TH- (Ch. 
100.57f., IV 128.7, 155.7, Ch. 190.7, 191.3f.), t~ 2 TH- (7K 94.20f., Ill 195.3) — all non-durative examples. 

(3) P- as “ verb of incomplete predication ” (Curme), i.e. with essential adnexal (“ predicative “) 
complementation, “ make... into ” 3rt , enters, in non-durative environment predominantly, the immediate 
construction: (III 88.l7f.) HKA2 A€ NTAflNOYTC P'NEPUJOY HniCTOC NAO€IC €POH / (Ch. I7.39ff.) €N€MnMP~ 
nCATANAC NATIOM / (IV 24.2) AYP-flAIABOAOC NBAA6 / (Ch. I I3.9ff.) ...€P~2A2 N2HT HPUJM€ NPfl€... / (A 2 
293) tNAP-nutC NOYCi«J€ / note ( Wess. 9 118a 23flf.) AKAAK N~ ... AKP-2€NKOOY€ nmmak with anaphoric 
zero (also Ch. 192.42f.). 

(4) P- (often with predicative complementation) “ spend (time) ”: III 28.5f., 42.25ff., 41.12, 132.22, 
IV 104.4 etc. also enters the immediate construction. 

(5) So does p- “ become ” (“ intransitive ” P-, see n. 4): (Ch. I46.l4ff.) ahp-oyno* €MAT€ nbuj N€- 
AOOA€ / (III 47.21) HIAMP-niUOY / (ibid. 136.4f., 145.1) (—) AYP-neYAO€IC (cf. N€IO MflAAO€lC ibid. 145.3). 

One plausible explanation for cases (3) to (5) is prosodic-junctural. Apparently, the whole ‘ incom¬ 
plete-predication verb + nom. object -1- adnexal complement ’ complex constitutes a functionally significant 
prosodic patterning, in which the close juncture of the first two elements — both of which together consti¬ 
tute the theme (“ logical subject ”) to which the adnexal complement is the rheme (“ logical predicate ") 
— is a functional characteristic. 

3.1.2 Opposition representant: the mediate construction 

3.1.2.0.1 H-/MMO+: A question of identity. Before proceeding to the core of the object-con¬ 
struction regulation — namely, the durative environment, in which construction (b) is the primary rule — 
let us briefly examine some verifiable facts regarding the characteristics of this construction, (fw/non-dur.)- 
As 1 see it, the synchronic question 37 to be posed cannot be one of material identity (“ is N-/MMO-* the 


“ Mi-n(€M)POOY» fluctuates with the mediate construction (hi Mn(€M)pooY«!i), which may be due to the homonymy of the 
absolute and construct allomorphs of this lexeme (IV 166.3, 40.4, 19.6, 28.4,11, 36.If., Miss. 283). Exceptions to the rule are rela¬ 
tively infrequent: -€IP€ MfiZAn (Ch. 104.8f), -*in€ noyna (/// 138.7), -€IP€ MfiTYnoc (IV 156.4f) — all naturally in a non-durative 
environment. 

* Cf. Polotsky I960a:§23 Obs. 1, Layton !981:258f. 

“ The picture for other verbs with adnexal complementation of their object is less clear. However, consider KA- in (IV 
101.17) •••NC€KA~NTAAAinUIPOC €YTAAAinU»P€l / (Mun. 177) ...NHKA~n€HnA20Y €H«OAn, Ch. 88.15ff., 198.14ff. 

” The fallacy that the (per se legitimate) diachronic scanning of N-/MMO- can somehow pass as a synchronic account is not 
entirely a matter of the past (BOhlig 1977). Similarly, the Indo-European-style case interpretation of n- (Steinthal-Misteli 1893:92, 
293flf., Stern [see his index, under the various case-names], Till 237, etc.) cannot be considered adequate as a descriptive state¬ 
ment. (See Quecke 1981:260f. on the synchronic predicament.) 
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“same” lexical entity, throughout its adverbal occurrences?” — a question meaningless anyway as a 
structural-descriptive inquiry), but rather a taxonomic one of role relationship, i.e. of categoria) (functional), 
tagmemic identity. It would advance our understanding to pause here and consider some typical po¬ 
sitions and compatibilities: 

(a) (A 2 107) ATETNEIPE N 2 EN&UI 2 M / (A I 463) 2PA (imp.) MMOOY / (III 114.9f.) MNACEI NNEMnONHPOH 
/ (Borg. 247 N) HNACI MMOC AN / (III 96.11) €IM€ MMOK / (ibid. 199.28) MF10YAMA2TE MMO / (Ch. 71.3ff.) OY 
(1E+NA+-2HY MMOH... NCATPAfOCE MMOI MAYAAT / (ibid. 82.37fT.) OYMNTATCOOYN TENTAGSWnE MMOOY / 
(IV 84.15) NOE ETHO MMOC 3 *. 

(b) (IV 82.28) ...C20BCK MMOOY / (ibid. 79.14) ZMnCTOYAITEI MMOOY MMOM / (III 166.22) flAI RE (191 
ETOYNA9I MMOM N2ENPUJME / (III 66.21f.) ...NCET09H NOY2UJB / (III 171.20f.) ...ETPEMTMMOOY N2ENANATKH 
AYUi NMTCOOY N2ENXOAH / (A / 34) TMMOOY NOYOEIK “ / ( Wess. 9 139a 20f.) MOPOY MMOM / (Ch. 94.51 ff.) 
nCMME NTAKCMME EPOI MMOM / (A 2 385) n9AXE EIPE MMOM NATNOYTE / (IV 173.1) NOE ET0Y0YA9C MMOC 

On the basis of this typology one might suggest the following two valency models with n~/mmo« 
in the rectional slot(s): 

0 I 


(a) 

V 

N-/MMO- 



0 

1 

2 

(b) 

V 

| N-/MMO- 

N-/MMO- 


Observe: (1) The obvious shortcoming of this scheme is (as far as the nucleus verb is concerned) 
that it is two-dimensional. The semasiological differences of nucleus — expansion relationship between 


4 % 


CUim MMO 


4 * 


4 4 


AMA2T6 MMO 


4 4 


4 4 


ssnunc mmo 


4 4 


4 4 


OYE/OYHY MMO 


♦ 4 


and “ o mmo 




are well sub¬ 


stantiated by (and correctable with) their respective paradigmatic properties (e.g., currn opposed to the 
stative — also with N-/MMO- opposed to the immediate construction; AMA2T€ “ with’’ no stative, no im¬ 
mediate construction; “JUJn€ with no imm. construction, but opposed to goon; O (N-) alternating with P- 
in non-durative patterns). , However, they are not reflected in the syntagmatic models, which do not 
display the substitution properties of the verbal nucleus (hence are not patterns in the true sense). 


(2) In cases like €BOA mmo- (Ch. 28.36f.), €6H MMO- (IV 95.16), MMO- is a secondary modifier of a mo¬ 
difier nucleus (§1.1.2.4.1), a hierarchy which can be reflected in a syntagmatic model. 


(3) In cases like 0YN60M MMO- (IV 51.!4f.), nCT€P€NTN2 MMOM (ibid. 96.24), MMO- is predicative (pre¬ 
dicating “ inalienable ” possession, in the second position of the Bipartite pattern, §1.2.1.1) and thus not 
in the valency range of OYN. 

(4) The fact that the second-slot N-/MMO- remains constant in the case of a “passive transformation “ 
( => M9AAT N-/MMO-, MM€2 N~MMO-) hardly invalidates this structural resolution (cf. Quecke 1981:261): 


(a) our matrix is a non-dynamic characteristic of the active y not the passive pattern; (b) on the contrary, 
the invariability of the second-slot n- is an important distinctive trait of it, adding a paradigmatic aspect 
to its differentiation from its first-slot homonym. 

The above model resolves the identity of N-/MMO- — “ Ist-slot N-/MMO- ", “2nd-slot N-/MMO- ") — 
which is adequate, from a structural viewpoint. 


* Cf. Tobler 1908:Iff. (“ Dc ia maniire dont nous sommes faits ”). 

• With a zero-determinated object, we usually find the the prenominal allomorph (immediate construction): {III 106.18f.) 
€TP€YTMM€H-0€IK N0AI*IC.. AYUI NC€TC€H-MOOY NGAI^IC, but also ( ibid. 104.13) AYTC€H-OY2HA (cf. EMMEL 1981:136). 


117 


§3.1.2.1 


Chapter 3. The 44 Direct Object M 


AnOr. 53 


3.1.2.1 Nominal/pronominal object: pattern-symptomatic (categorial) neutralization: the 
“ stern-jernstedt ” rule. The core statement regarding the exclusion of the immediate object 
construction in durative environment was made by P. V. Jernstedt in clear, albeit non-structural terms 
(1927:70), in a true milestone of Coptic linguistic writing: fci Der Gebrauch des Absolutus ist im Pra- 
sensstamm obligatorisch, a) wenn das Objekt, sei's ausserlich, sei’s an sich determiniert ist, und b) wenn 
das Objekt mit unbestimmtem Artikel ist The two bound (pre-nominal and pre-pronominal) allo- 
morphs of the verb lexeme are excluded before a non-zero-determinated noun or a pronoun, when this 
lexeme is predicated in the Bipartite pattern 40 (see §3.1.1.2.1.1 for an inverse exclusion before zero de¬ 
termination. Both cases mean neutralization of the opposition between constructions (a) and (6)). 

3.1.2.1.1 This exclusion is a distinctive feature of the durative predicative verb lexeme, providing 
yet another vital diagnostic datum — a syntagmatic one — to formally define and distinguish between 
it and the homonymic non-durative (Tripartite and extraconjugational) one: 

(H)cujTn vs. (AH)cuiTn, (n)curm 
com* Geni¬ 

com** 

(subject to overruling, §§3.1.1.2.1-2) giving us a neat formal structural definition of “ CUiTn aur . " and V4 CUJ- 
Tn non . dur- I prefer not to take here a stand on the question — essentially speculative and non-descriptive 
— of whether this exclusion is a consequence or a symptom of the “ adverbiality " of the Bipartite pre¬ 
dicative verb-lexeme, the wherefore and rationale of this phenomenon 41 . As 1 see it, the present “ dura¬ 
tive infinitive " has nothing adverbial about it — it is not a modifier: it is adequately differentiated from 
its non-durative homonym by both paradigmatic and syntagmatic (pattern and expansion) properties. 
As far as synchrony goes, 1 find its structural assignment the only necessary, and quite satisfactory, “ ex¬ 
planation 

An all-important issue which is but marginally within the scope of the present discussion is the cor¬ 
relation of the expansion properties of the present-tense predicate with its two semasiological distinctive 
features, durativity and actuality. Under certain circumstances, functional suppression of the durativity 
feature takes place and is manifested in the invalidation (or overruling) of the Stern-Jernstedt Rule: Jern- 


40 Polotsky 1960a:§23 Obs. 1-4, Funk 1978a (III). This issue was treated by the early scholars: the outlines were 
first described by Stem (§490-40); Spiegelberg, /?r36:l59f. (1912). The last to ignore the rule was Till (1928:§I47f.). 

41 This aspect of the question has been treated by Jelanskaja (1970), with a diachronic-mentalistic bias (“ How was the 
adverbial verbal predication/<?//? ”) and by Schenke! (1978), who curiously denies the “ verbal rection 44 capabilities of 44 adverbial 44 
verb forms. The 44 adverbiality 44 of the Bipartite predicate vs. the 44 nominally ” of the Tripartite predicate is not an explanation, 
but a tautology, or condensed restatement of pattern (esp. substitution) facts. 1 cannot see that the 44 adverbiality 44 of the dura¬ 
tive infinitive is responsible for the exclusion of the immediate construction (where it is excluded): synchronically, the 44 adverbia¬ 
lity 44 of this predicate — and of the stative — are established only by substitution. (Moreover, 1 would not define [as does 
Schenkell the case of zero-determinated objects as a 44 Paradebeispiel 44 of stehende Wendungen [fixed expressions]). I doubt greatly 
(to return to the 44 adverbiality 44 question) that substitutability alone is sufficient to qualify the Bipartite verbal predicate as a modifier 
xecept in a vague, general manner of speaking. (Analogously, we would have to consider the predicate in KT€I2€ n€ (§1.2.1.2, 
as nominal!) Substitution alone is a notoriously unreliable, lopsided guide for grammatical definition, without the vital syn¬ 
tagmatic ordinate. Just as expansion properties are needed to resolve, e.g., the difference between 44 he is trying 44 (pres, pro¬ 
gressive tense, historically 44 adverbial 44 ) and 44 he is trying 44 (adjectival predication): 4 4 Ac is very trying ”, vs. “ he is trying 
hard 44 — 4 4 he is more trying than ... 44 vs. 44 he is trying harder than...'\ in addition to the paradigmatic information 44 he 
is trying! irksomejpestiferous 44 vs. 44 he is trying (attempting/doing... 44 ) — so in our Coptic case too we need the syntagmatic dimen¬ 
sion, the expansion differentiae specificae , to reach a formal distinction. (The parallel between the English -ing, tense and gerund 
[historically, 4 preposition + 44 nominal 44 infinitive 4 ] with its superficial merger with the nomen actionis , and the Coptic 44 gerun- 
dial 44 infinitive, can be carried a long way.) 
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stedt 1927:70(3), amoyuj eh- 42 . Jernstedt himself attributed this to the “grammatical union” in the 
complex 4 auxiliary -r circumstantial present \ the conjugation base (“ Tempuscharakter ”) of the auxiliary 
dictating the treatment of the lexically more important but grammatically subordinate auxiliate 43 . I 
find no evidence in Shenoute for this particular neutralization, but we do encounter the Aufhebung 
of durativity expressed in another, namely of the opposition stative vs. infinitive (for a lexeme with a 
“movement” sememe), overruling Polotsky 1960a:§9: ( Ch . 189.32ff.)nxo€iC.. ntahoyui €M€l 62PAI €N€M- 
<51 A (sim. Ill 105.6f., Ryl. Cat . 35 No. 70 CM0) 44 . It is an open question whether both exclusions — of 
the immediate object-expansion after transitives and of the infinitive with intransitives — are at all co¬ 
extensive, or whether either is symptomatic of any temporal-aspectual distinctive feature; if this is the 
case, we may glimpse here the syntagmatic-paradigmatic differentiation between an actual/durative and 
non-actual (atemporal, “ aoristic ”) present, the latter yet to be empirically established and documented 
as a formal category 45 . Note, however, that until an independent unified definition of “intransitive” 
and (grammatically relevant) “ movement sememe ” is achieved, one runs here the risk of circularity, 
in basing a categorial definition on an exclusion feature: there are too many ambiguities 46 , various com- 
ponential-modification lexemes ( 4 €i €2PAi 4 4 bujk 620YN ’), to assume an easily definable lexical “ cat- 
egory ” of this kind. 

3.1.2.2 Nominal/pronominal object: morphological (lexemic) absence of morphophonemic 
alternation. The mediate construction is the sole one — even in non-durative environment — where 
the morphophonemic-alternation mechanism is not available 47 . 

3.1.2.2.1 Verbs of Egyptian origin, not compound: Ist-slot, rectional mmo-: AMA2TE mho- 
“ hold, grasp ” (III 199.28, IV 86.4), MATE MMO-* 44 reach, obtain ” (III 100.22); 2PA MMO-* 44 drive off” 
(Ming. 322, A I 463); CUIBE MMO* 44 mock, ridicule ” (III 104.12); yiOY“K)Y MMO-* “ boast, pride oneself 
on... ” (III 68.5f., A I 330); €PHT MMO* 44 pledge ” (III !32.2f., 223.18), cf. (?) UIPK mmo- 44 swear by... ” 
(P 130* 96 PNA); PAHJE mmo- 44 rejoice in... ” {Mich. 550 18); €IM€ MMO- 44 understand, know” (77/96.11); 


41 See also Jernstedt 1959:113 n. 8, and cf. Polotsky 1960a:§9 Obs. 1. 

43 It is only in the perfective A40YUJ €M- (with A- OYUJ €- the discontinuous tense-morpheme of the marked perfect (vj. the 
unmarked AH-) that we find this phenomenon: the negative correspondent here is miiath- (Stem’s “ perfectum absolutum ”: MfW- 

is unmarked). See Shisha-Halevy 1972, Quecke I979:442f., Funk 1981:192flf. (Note that ahoyuj €M- is the analytic “renewed** 
successor of 2A4-, the original affirm, counterpart of MfUTH- — Polotsky 1960a:§4 n. 1 (see now Funk 1981:191ff.). oyui is of course 
a descendant of the same w5h that is fused in 2A4-. Thus, the familiar analysis -+ synthesis -*■ reanalysis diachronic spiral is again 
in evidence.) Shenoutean cxx. for this periphrastic tense: III 20.26, IV 108.15, Ch. 15.49f., I36.49ff. OYtu in a Clause-Conju¬ 
gation or post-eventive setting (m#anth-, €h«an-, mnncatpeh-) has a different value: terminative Aktionsart (“ have finished 
doing”), with OYUI fully contributing lexically (e.g. IV 69.23, Ch. 133.8ff.). 

44 The case of OYUI/AO €H»ujn€ (III 224,15, Ch. !75.35f.) may be different — a pertinent infinitive, expressing ingression and 
opposed to a stative expressing state. 

45 Shisha-Halevy 1976a:46 (cf. Young 1961:119f., and §7.2.4. 1 below). According to Schenkel (1978:15) the present is 
generally “ tempus-indifferent yet this is not strictly true, since, with its durative Aktionsart reference, it does have some abso¬ 
lute temporal systemic standing (unike the extratemporal MNNCA-/2MnTP€4- or atemporal Clause Conjugation forms). Historically, 
the category of non-actual present has yet to be traced. For Demotic, cf. Johnson 1974 exx. E44B and E46B; for LE, cf. nty hr 
jjt (and not m jjt ), Wente 1959:96ff., I03ff., Cerny-Groll §19.6 and reff. In (/// 216.18T) ntooy an nerTBBO MriPUJME OYT€ 
XA2M6H the second infinitive is not a durative predicate, but hierarchically subordinate, an expansion; §6.0.2, link (5). 

48 The typically Shenoutean cephc ayui CCPOCIC (A I 177, III 74.11, IV 24.20) juxtaposes the actual C€PHC “they are 
awake” and non-actual C€PO€iC “they are vigilant”. Other candidates: (/// 215.18) na«9€-nauib» er2€ zitnnithy “fall (as 
a natural fact) ” / (IV 22.21) nctmoy thpoy 2pai N2HTN “ those that should die ** / (Ch. 22.49f.) €K2€ €ICTUK>yn “ now and again ” 
(but ocnHT in line 46!) / (III 44.If.) N€T0*€2€Nao 2€ cxuiOY €YMOY (observe the connection between this present and the deter¬ 
minated relative). 

47 Stern §§493, 495. 
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N€2C€ MMO* “ wake up ” (A l 75); NO€iN MHO- “ shake ” ( III 183.12); mton mmo* 44 rest oneself” (/// 
219.2f., IV 110.25), C6PA2T mmo* “ rest oneself” (IV 69.22); kuite mho-* “turn” (no pre-object forms 
in Sh.? A l 84, Ch. 44.49f.); «iuin€ MMO* “happen to... ” (III 222.4); OYUIN MMO* “ open” (/// 206.18, 
RE 10 160a I4ff.); CUJK MMO* (NXNA2) “ impel, drag (by force) ” (IV 79-80, 80.4f., sec below for alternative 
explanations). The appraisal of this group is far from easy. Firstly, the existence or non-existence of 
pre-object allomorphs is after all often a subject for corpus-valid, not pan-Coptic (i.e. Dictionary - 
based) information: witness the case of KUTT€, OYUIN, CUJK (?). Secondly, what about inconclusive, statistical 
favouring of the mediate construction (such as might be impressionistically pointed out for the 4 KUJT ’ 
class)? 1 have here employed the convenient expedient of syntagmatic consistency, not looking for a 
special meaning (i.e. pertinence) for Ist-slot, rectiona! mmo*, since 1 treat only cases where it is unopposed 
to the immediate construction. Should an instance of such an opposition turn up, it would have to be 
referred to §§3.1.3.Iff. and scrutinized for pertinence. (With a nominal object after N-. the situation is 
even more complicated, not least due to the incomparably more extensive evidence. 1 have left whatever 
statement it is possible to make here, to §3.2 below.) Consequently, 1 do not assume what is often war¬ 
ranted diachronically, namely that MMO* has a different 44 meaning ” after, say, AMA2T6, after CUJB€ 
after CMM€ or tfuinc (though here the N-rection of the stative, “JOOn MMO* [e.g. Ill 24.9, IV 99.8] points 
to a really distinct entity). 

3.1.2.2.2 Compound verbs of Egyptian or greek origin 48 : 

P-MNTPE MMO* 44 testify ” (III 17.10); P-2AA MMO* “ beguile ” (/// 221.28, P 130* 60 OB); P-ANA«J 
MMO* “swear by” (III 19.3.II); P-2MM6 mmo* “guide” (IV 82.2f., 199.15, both durative); -P-ymHP€ 
MMO* 44 be amazed at, wonder at ” (A 2 319, dur.); P-XPIA MMO* 44 need ” (IV 56.5 [dur.], A 2 293); XI- 
Hnc MMO* “count” (Ch. I97.36f.); Xl-KBA MMO* “revenge oneself on” (III 26.11, 64.5f., P 130* 53 
TIB, 131 4 151 M); XI-+BC MMO* “ trip up 44 (P 130* 44 PIA, 130 s 20 ro); xi-mhce MMO* “take interest in ” 
(III 65.26); +-OC6 MMO* 44 lose ” (Ch. 7l.6f.); t~2HY MMO* “ gain 44 (Ch. 71.3ff„ 97.6f.); +-NAAK6 MMO* 
44 give birth to 44 (A 2 155 [dur.], P 131 s 65 vo); xi-CNOH MMO* 44 bleed ”, trans. (/// 73.11); TA«J€-0€I«J 
MMO* “proclaim, preach” (III 75.20, Wess. 9 147a-b, d 21 f.); KA-BOA MMO* 44 vomit” (Ch. 27.42f.); 
CMN-CNT6 MMO* “ found 44 (A 2 146, HI 188.14f.); OY62-CA2N6 MMO* “ enjoin ” (III 20.3, IV 43.1f.); M€2- 
€IAT* MMO* “ gloat over, look one’s fill at ” (Ench. 71a). At first sight, with the nominal object we face 
the difficulty of distinguishing adverbal N-/MMO* from adnominal N-MMO* (cf. §§1.0.2, 1.1.1, chapter 4) 
— the former expanding the verb syntagm, the latter its nominal component; but this distinction is irre¬ 
levant in this syntagm, where the two are neutralized. 

3.1.2.2.3 Verbs of greek origin (a specimen selection): Anocrcpe mmo* (/// 62.23); ctaypoy 
MMO* (Ch. 33.8f.); NOI MMO* (///204.27); AOKIMAZC MMO* (Ch. !3.l6f.); KOAAZ€ MMO* (IV 7.19f.); AflATA 
MMO* (/// 138.15); 4*>P€l MMO* (III 100.4); and so on. 


3.1.3 Conditioning (selection) of the mediate construction (pronominal object, non 
durative environment) 


3.1.3.1 Lexemes with pertinent mmo* rection. This group should be carefully kept apart from 
the non-alternating lexemes (§3.1.2.2.1): here we are concerned with verbs that do 44 have ” a presuffixal 


48 Stern §509. 


Cf. §§3.0.1 and 1.1.2.1 (gen. o^s., on their valency structuring P-2AA 


t 

MMO*). 
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allomorph and do enter construction (a), but also (b) (pronominal) — hence, have pertinent expansion 
(rection/complementation) properties. I am here concentrating on the pronominal object in non-durative 
environment (exceptions to the statement made in §3.1.1.1): unsi mmo- “read in... ” (/// 192.20, 193.5); 
2UJN mmo- “ enjoin ”, in the following recurring fixed expression: “ nentoah/n»Aae/ 2UJB NlM/NOE/n /N- 
# ..(e)ntANENEIOTE 2UJH mmo- E/n-TOOT- ” (/// 173.5, IV 65.3f.,10, 47.22f., 48.14f., 123.6,14f.,19, Wess. 9 
173d 14ff., A 2 101, 500, P 131 8 21 ro etc.) — a cliche reminiscent of (OT) Scripture idiom? Cf. Ruth 3:6, 
I Sam. 13:13, etc.; cf. also OYE2CA2NE mmo-, §3.1.2.2.1; 2U/TB mmo-, hoyoyt mmo- “slay” (intensive, 
deliberate, iterative, “augmentative” — occasionally conative?) ( Ch . 28.7f., 121.27C, both infinitives: 
Cf. A 1 167 EYSHNE NCAMOYOYT MI1AOEIC, but Ch. 52.50f. KUJTE NCA©€ MMOOYTH); SO also 9UIUIT MMO-: 
(A 2 345) ...€TP€YPtBPn-««UUn‘ MMOOY, (Leyd. 328) H NC0BUWIT MMOH H NH^UJUrr HMOOY; «*UJA MMO-: (III 
205.28 ...ETPEY0AIBE MMO AYUJ NCGSHUA MMO, but see §3.1.3.2.2-3 (also for CIDUIH MMO-); CUIP MMO-: (A 2 
513) +A3EIOY MflNOYTE..# ETPAP-BOA En2AH N+MNTNOYTE HHOYX NTAPAPX€I ON NCUIP MMOC CIBK NANA2 
(IV 79-80) and CUIK (NANA2 understood, IV 80.7f.) have probably this rection only, differing from CUIK 
alone (so too in the NT: Luc . 12:58, Joh. 6:44, 21:11, Act. 16:15 etc.). 


3.1.3.2.1 Cotextual secondary selection of MMO- (“non-reflexive object”). Here we en¬ 
counter a secondary (ad hoc?) opposition or cotextual relevantization: a non-reflexive reference of MMO-, 
resolving the ambiguity of identical 3rd-person pronouns (the numbers indicate the personal reference of 

I 2 1 I 2 

the pronoun): (7K44.5) ...€TP€HKUJ mmoh NAM / (Ch. 44-5) ..€T€TNTP€YNOYA€ MMOOY eriMOOY / (ibid. 44.49f.) 

12 12 12 12 

...€TP€YKUTT MMOOY / (ibid. 71.19f.) ...6AMMI MMOH NTMHT€ / (IV 89.If.) 6YNAAOOYCOY €n€IMA NC6TUI2 MMOOY 

1 2 3 

NC€+ MMOOY nay. Here the rhythmic factor must be considered, §3.1.3.3.2. 


3.1.3.2.2 Miscellaneous, (a) Biblical reminiscence: (III 56.1) ATEHAfAnH AHOK £l MMOl (Cant. 
2:5) and (IV 79-80) ...nmcuik MMOl NANA2 (reminiscence 7 of Act. 16:15): III 196-7 passim , nui2T MMOH/ 
MneHdWNT etc., adaptation of Ez. 20:13.21, 36:18 (etc.). 

(b) Paradigmatic and cotextual association (?): (Ill 196-7 passim) (-)AMA2T€ MflEH^uiNT — (-)nui2T 
MMOH/MFlEHtfUJNT, see (a) / (HI 104.15) AYNO^NE^ MMOH by association with CUIBE mmo- (cf. IV 59.10 EY- 
cuihe (sic) H EYN06NE6); this may be a case of pertinent MMO- (§3.1.3.1), but we need more evidence here. 

(c) On rhythmic-euphonic motivations we know exceedingly little (§3.1.3.3.2). The wish to avoid 
a sequence of overshort forms and dissonance may explain (III 150.1) ...NTN+ MMOOY ETOOTH MnAOElC, 

(ibid. 222.12) MAPNMOKMEK mmon, and such cases. (IV 157.22f.) NTAYTUkSE MMOH ntoh; the presence of 

% 

enclitic particles (§6.0.3) between two fully stressed units apparently constitutes a desirable rhythmic 
contour (§3.1.3.3.2); consider (/// 163.22ff.) EF1MA ETPEY0BBIOY... EAYXICE AE 2UMUH MMOOY. 


(d) A residue of unaccountable instances: (III 38.14f.) 2 UJCTE etpauw MMOH (cf. O^T- in Dictionary 

1 2 2 

540b): a case of “ augmentative ” construction (§3.1.3.!)? (ibid. 219.10f.) ...NCETA200Y EPATOY MfiEHMTO 

2 2 

EBOA NHnUIPA MMOOY EBOA NNEYEPHY / (RE 10 162a 2f.) nCUTTHP NNETME MMOH AYUI EMNTAYCEI MME MMOK. 
Is this a case of assimilation to the construction of the durative predicate ? Note that MMOK here expands 
an extra-conjugational infinitive (see next paragraph). 


3.1.3.2.3 Possible morphophonematic/morphosyntactic combinatory conditioning of mmo-. 
One must here consider: 

(a) instances of the 2nd person singular feminine pronominal object after a lexeme of the biradical 
0 Kurr ’) class in a case of a medial laryngal: (III 206.10) ACUIUIH mmo (reflex.): contrast with (A 2 305) 
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NTAMCOHM. Note the relatively high incidence of the 4 KUTT ’ class 49 among instances of the pronominal 
mediate construction (preceding paragraphs), esp. with medial-laryngal lexemes: also SJtuurr MHO- (Leyd. 
328, A 2 345), KUiUiC MMO- (IV 83.23). More 2nd pers. fern, instances (also in other classes): (7/7205.28) 

•••NC6WUJA MMO / (P 130* 67 POH) NT 6P&1AAAE AO MHO 2Mn2HT NAAAM (“planted you “) N€T€MnOYAO 
MMO PUJ 20AUIC 2Mn€YKA2. 

(b) Alternatively (or conjointly) significant may be the many instances of MMO- expanding the 
extra-conjugational infinitive (esp. N -f- inf.), (€)TP€- or the conjunctive (III 150.1, 219.10f., IV 83.23, 89.2 
twice, Ch. 62.42f.; see §7.1.3 for the structural affinities of the conjunctive with the Bipartite pattern); 
this construction is relatively rare in Sentence Conjugation infinitives. 

These facts may prove to be no more than so many red herrings, but then they may well give glimpses 
of significant morphologic or morphosyntactic properties, providing an alternative explanation to that 
of §3.1.3.I. 


3 . 1.33 Nominal object: discernible stylistic motivation for the selection of the mediate/ 
immediate construction. In the following paragraphs I indicate tentatively several factors of stylistic 
relevance that may possibly be responsible for the choice of the mediate or immediate construction. 
These are not statements of conditioning: contrary exx. are commonplace. Pending full empirical im¬ 
plementation, esp. statistical corroboration, let this be taken as a mere impressionistic record. (These 
elusive cases are by their very nature explicable ad hoc rather than predictable , at least until an explicit 
theory of Coptic literary stylistics is evolved, relating stylistic to syntactic function.) 


3 . 133.1 (I) The mediate construction bracketing two conjugation forms (with identical or semasio- 
logically close lexemes — usually in the disiunctio Sinuthiana ): NCTHi h N€TNAMl N- (IV 206-22), NETAUJ 
H N6NTAYAUI N- (ibid. 42.2), N€T€IP€ H N€TNA€IP€ N~ (III 189.27f., sim. Wess. 9 Ilia 29ff.), AMAIIIUIA6 H 
AHKUTTH N- (777 196.5f.); other exx.: Ill 193.12, IV 13.1!, 170.25, A l 88, etc. In (IV 44.2) ...€AYPriK€Mi«J€ 
H €AYPnK€ClU“J NNENTAYANOYOY €POOY the mediate construction is zeugmatic. 

(2) With two (or more) bracketed objects (one nuclear verb), we often encounter the immediate 
construction: (Ch. 9.8ff.) n€NTAMTAMl€-Tn€ MN11KA2 / (ibid. 69.45ff.) n€TOY€HJ-nUJN2 AYUI POYOEIN (§3.1.1.2.2) 
/ (IV 113.19) NN€Y“feHT-n€YriPH9 H TEY20ITE H OY2NAAY, unless with lexemes where the prenominal allo- 
morphs would, being short, upset the “rhythmic balance” (§3.1.3.3.2): (III 107.2f.) AKXUl N2emsAX€ 

EYCOYTUJN AYUI 2EN2BHYE EYXHK EBOA MMNTM6 / (ibid. 113.9f.) ANCUIS NTMNTATCBUI AYUI TMNTATCUITM / (ibid. 
113.Iff.) (E)NSANEIPE M*An AYUI tlAIKAION ANTAIE~n2An HH nAIKAION ANCWS MnXINAONC MNIlTUIPn / 
(ibid. 126.Iff.) ...6TNA6IP6 N2€NnOPMIA MN26NXUI2M HH2ENCUIUIH... Also 186.2f., 155.8, 156.4 etc. We 
have an exception in (IV 40.21f.) EPEnNOYTE... NTATAKO na*yxh MNnACUiMA 50 . 


3 . 1 . 3 . 3.2 Rhythmic-euphonic regulation si . Two basic principles seem to be relevant in this 
connection: (a) stress patterning: the mediate construction constitutes two separate stress-units (verb- 
noun) of equal prosodic standing, whereas the immediate construction constitutes a single composite 


41 Statistics on the widespread N-rection of this class are here essential. 

50 (/// 113.5f.) (€)n«ianp-pmpa«# ayui N2AK is a curious case of expanding (coordinating) the “object” of the intransi¬ 
tive P- (note 4), marking it as predicative complementation by means of N- (and not 2I-). 

51 The rhythmic factor in syntax is notoriously elusive, subjective and speculative, open to the pitfall of circularity and unve- 
rifiable. Nonetheless, it incontestably exists. Once again, we need first a full theory based on junetural-prosodic data, for which 
we hardly have even the rudiments (compare however Czermak 1928 and 1931: esp. I29ff., 156AF., 165ff.). On the rhythmic and simi¬ 
lar factors and object constructions, see Stern: 319, Spiegelberg 1912:159f. (on motivation by the extent of the object), Quecke 
1979:447. For the ordering factor in + NA-* N- see Emmel 1981 (esp. 139f.). 
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prosodic unit (probably with primary and secondary stress subunits). The mediate object usually follows 
an unstressed (or relatively weakly stressed) element, thus forming a rhetorically effective, syllable-like 
rhythmic patterning or contour: ‘ stress - w - stress ’ (‘ peak - dip - peak ’). t NA- n- is here especially 
striking 52 (e.g. 77/ 33.24, 59.13, Ch. 70.55ff., 83.24ff., IV 74.27, 117.9f., 155.9f., 173.14, etc. etc.). 1 Con¬ 
sider also: AUJ NA- N- (Ch. 94.23ff.), currn NA- n- (Ch. 75.40ff.), <«un€ NA- n- (777 39.6f.), KUl NCUJ- N- 
(IV 117.28), BUJA €BOA N“ (Ch. 74.46ff.), Ml MM AY N~ (Ch. 108.37f., Or. 155.49ff.), KUJ NA- €BOA N- (III 123. 
14ff., 138.12f., IV I0.2f.), wuun €PO— N~ (Ch. 142.15f.) 6tN€ N2HT- N- (Ch. 73.1 If.), 2UH1 €PO- N- (III 110.1), 
MATA20 6PATOY N- ( Wess. 9 126b 7f.), and so on. 

A case in point is the interplay of (1) ‘ OYNT(A)M -h noun MMAY ’ and (2) ‘ OYNTAM MM AY N + noun 9 ; 
exx. for (1): III 71.23, IV 7.8, Ch. 120.7f., 125.20f., 152.27ff., etc.; for (2): III 45.7f., 34.16f., 52.9f., 
58.8,11, 60.15 etc. With a zero-determinated object, this alternation is cancelled, only construction (1) being 
eligible (777 45.1f., 89.4f., 94.1 If. etc.). 

(b) A second principle seems to be that of rhythmic balancing: the avoidance of overshort lexemic 
body (short, compared with the following — often complex — noun-syntagm and possibly the preceding 
conjugational framework). This may account for the frequent mediate construction with (non-durative) 
€IP€, <$IN€, €IN€: (777 112-3) €IP€ N-: TAI€“, M€P€“, 9 X / (777 134.2) €IP€ MnOYUKSI MflNOYTE / (A 2 107) AT€~ 
TN€IP€ N26NAUJ2M / (Ch. 105.55f.) €I«ANTM€IP€ MnAA2€ THPM... / (III 178.21) N€NTAY€IP€ N2€NnOPNIA 
MN26NKP0M / (ibid. 205.16f.) AP€€IP€ N2€NnOPN€lA MN2€NCUJtUM MN26NKPOM / (III 180.16) N€T€P€riNOYT€ 
NA€iN€ NTEMOPTH MNri€M<SUJHT ETBHHTOY, consider also III 203.1, 126.1ff., 189.28, IV 4.9, 80.16f., Wess . 9 
118a 15f., Ill 104.8 (tujm). The same may go for (non-durative) ai,+,mi, although in this case the wide¬ 
spread mediate construction may also be preferred, as the only means to mark the verb-object inter¬ 
dependence. Since for these lexemes the absolute and construct allomorphs are homonymic, the functional 
burden falls on N- (Al N-* Ch. 95.56, 107.14f., Ill 127.15, IV 3.19, 36.16f., etc.; mi m- Wess. 9 172d 23f., Ill 
57.2f., IV 36.lf.,6,12, etc.: t N- III 90.6,7, 117.30, IV 26.13, 122.5 etc.). 

3.13.3.3 Miscellaneous, (a) “ Inner", lexically cognate object (" figura etymologica ”): imme¬ 
diate construction: (Ch. 27.!3ff.) NCTCMnOYTCr! T€K+n€ / (A 2 80, cf. A 2 238) MNNCATP€YCOYN-nCOOYN 
THPM — a recurring expression, cf. P 130 1 36 PNr: N6TNATOAMA EP-NOB6... MNNCATP€YC0YN-nc00YN, also 
IV 180.2 / (A 2 179) MnOYT€n-T+n€ / (IV 54.3) €YNAT€«J-n€YTUJ«J. 

3.2 The opposition mediate vs. immediate object-construction maintained 

The opposition environment is the non-durative infinitive and nominal object. Having considered 
possible motivations for selecting constructions (a) or (6), we are still left with an impressive bulk of evi¬ 
dence for both constructions, with no apparent plan du contenu aspect for their opposition. Without 
being able to correlate them with any functional difference, I would still like to put on record the following 
impressions of formal distribution in Shenoute: (a) the class most frequently favouring the mediate con¬ 
struction is the biradical (‘ Kurr ') one, with ‘ nujPA ' (triradical, medial sonant) a close second. This im¬ 
pression is of course useless until it is weighted and evaluated against the relative frequency of morphologic 
classes and of the relevant syntagms for each class, (b) An extralexemic environmental factor which 
may be significant is the formal framework of the lexeme. There seems to be preference for the mediate 
object with (€)tp€- and the extra-conjugational infinitive, although this is not pronounced enough to 

t 

indicate different rectional properties in these cases. 

** See LOfstedt 1956:35-62, with further references on the question of “ Wortform und Wortumfang In our case, 
“ avoidance ” may be too strong; “ stylistic selection ” is perhaps more apt. 
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3.3 The “predication mediators””: verb-lexeme premodifiers 

These intriguing elements (Funk: “preverbals”, Layton: “preextensions” 54 ) immediately pre¬ 
cede the verb lexeme: PnK€- 66 “also, additionally, moreover”, P20Y0/6- “(even) more, rather”, (p)- 
9Pn(N)- “early, first ”. The mediators raise some serious analytic queries, from both syntagmatic and 
paradigmatic angles: What is their formal role? What “ slot ” positions do they occupy in the conjugation 
pattern, and how is it they do not disrupt it, the lexeme having precisely the same categorial definition 
(by commutation and expansion properties) as in the mediator-less conjugation pattern? 56 Indeed, 
this last phenomenon is, 1 am sure, the key to the mystery: these elements are verb-lexeme/stative 
premodifiers — the only means in Coptic to modify unambiguously a verb lexeme alone 57 , not the whole 
predication pattern (adpattem modification). The verb lexeme is the nucleus in this syntagm; the pre¬ 
modifier belongs, in 1C terms, to the verb component 56 : 

AH- I P-riK€ |j CUTTM 

nucl. satellite 

satell.(?) nucl. 

I query the satellital status of the lexeme/stative premodifiers, since we do not find elsewhere in Coptic 
the sequence ‘satellite -> nucleus', inverse to the basic Coptic syntagmatic sequence, and because pre- 
modifiers (hence lexeme premodifiers?) are not adjuncts, properly speaking, but rather “presetting” 
modifiers (§1.1.2.2). Given this basic articulation, we must still bear in mind the following qualifications: 

(a) The mediators are not (at least in part) mutually exclusive, and are therefore not a single category: 
( Ch . 105.3f.) TNPnK€P20Y€-+-tfUlNT. The lexeme €IP€ (P-) is compatible with the mediators. 

(b) Except possibly for P20Y0-, the commutation of the premodified durative infinitive does not 
exactly match that of the unmodified one: the predicative modifier does not occur after PF1K6-, (P)9Pn(N)- 
(mutual exclusion of essentially similar entities?). 

(c) (P)»Pfl(N)- is quite rare in the durative pattern (probably for reasons of semasiological incom¬ 
patibility); in Shenoute it does not, to the best of my knowledge, premodify a stative form. Consequently, 
it cannot really be tested for nuclearity. Shenoute's pronounced predilection for the mediators 
(Quecke 1975/6:480f.) is a tangible distinctive stylistic trait. I cannot point in Shenoute to any other 

M On these elements, see Jernstedt 1925; Quecke 1962, 1970:380ff., 1975/6 (here treating Shenoutean usage); Funk 1978a: 
119, 1978b (with Shenoutean exx.); Layton 1979:1911*.; BOhlig 1973; Shisha-Halevy 1975:473. Funk’s study of this subject 
is undoubtedly the most penetrating and careful; Quecke’s (and to an extent Funk’s) is strikingly contrastive, regarding the media¬ 
tors as translation-equivalents of Greek preverbs. (Whether or not they are “ docile caiques ” remains outside the scope of an inter¬ 
nal description.) 

M I have used conjugation mediators ” (1975:473) only in the tagmemic sense of “ zero slot ” elements, i.e. elements that 
are not pattern constituents — have no formal, operative standing in the pattern — but transparent and phantom-like, manage 
to transmit the nexal or nucleus-satellite interdependences between the formal-grammatical (actor, conj. base, determinator...) 
and the lexical constituent. 

M Jernstedt 1927:71 discusses this lexeme premodifier, concluding that it is “ frozen ”, P- being no longer functional as 
a verb (as evidenced by the stative following it). He does not refer to the object construction after PfiKC- -f infinitive. 

64 Jernstedt 1925, Funk 1978a: 119, 1978b: 105ff., Shisha-Halevy 1975:473. Quecke 1970:380ff. raises unnecessary doubts 
as to the legitimacy of the ‘ mediator + stative ’ construction with P»Pn(N-). BOhug 1973 considers the alternation of infin 
Hive jstative after P»Pfl(N-) a variation, and thus misses the whole grammatical point. Layton (1979:191 f.): “verbal preexten 
sions... which somehow stand outside the conjugation ”. (Cf. the transformationalist use of “ preverb ”.) 

" Funk 1978b: 101. 

M So explicitly Funk 1978b:105f esp. §§4.2.2, 4.3.1),'1978a:119. The infinitive is not dependent on the modifier (pace 
Quecke 1970:380). 
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mediator beside the three discussed here 69 : -TP€- 60 , more of a conjugation-carrier (probably analyzable 
as T- (nucl.) 4- P€-), xn€-/xm-, -(€)»-, and the future characteristic -NA-, are all nuclear in their 
respective syntagms, expanded by the “ extra-conjugationai ” infinitive. 

3.3.1 pmc€- (selective representative documentation for the premodified lexeme with object-ex¬ 
pansion): 

(a) Non-durative (rare): (1) immediate construction: (///33.4) (2nd perf.) NTAHPnK€P-2THH j (Ch. 
149.27f.) AYPnK€CoywH; (2) mediate construction: ( III 57.2f.) AYriAHm MMOC €AYPnK€Hl MnecpyuiN NTOOTC, 
also IV 44.2. 

(b) Durative (this is the usual environment. Very often, we find here the circumstantial present; also 
exx. of the autofocal antithetic Second Present: “.[not only...) but also”); (Wess. 9 119a 21 ff.) C€P- 
F1K€*UJ ON MHOC / (Ch. 151.4ff. parall. *9294) C€PnK€«K>P»P NN€PnHY€/(-4 2486) ...€YPnK€KUJ N2THY 6POOY 
(cf. Polotsky 1960a:§23 Obs. I) / (ibid. 356) ...€YPnK€KUJT MMOOY / (Rossi 2/3 27) ...€YPnK€COBT€ NAY 
NTOH NOYKPIMA / (ibid. 34) ...€HPnK€2AX2€X Mn€YUJN2 / (Or. 160.43f.) ...€YPnK€TAKO MnCUJMA, and SO On. 
Note the frequent instances of -PflKE- premodifying the stative: (A I 96) C€PnK€0 ON NXAX€ / (Miss. 284) 
...€HPnK€0 noyayfih — contrast with the “intransitive” or copular -P- in non-durative environment: (P 
130 2 137 TAZ) AHPnK€P-XAX€ / (Rossi 2/3 77) ...€HPnK€HHN €BOA 2N“ / (A 2 301) ...€HPnK€BHT / (ibid. 322) 
...€lPriK€^AAT. In (IV 80.9) ...€CPnK€OYOX AN €“ we have a rare negatived case (the only one known to 
me in Shenoute). 

3.3.2 P-20Y0/6- (selective, representative object-expanded documentation): 

(a) Non-durative: (1) immediate construction: (A 2 7-8) Mri0YP20Y0X00Y, ACP20Y€XA2M€C / (ibid. 17) 
MflSAXC NTM€ NAP20Y€C0»H AN; (2) mediate construction: (A 2 10) ...NHTMP20Y€HUIT6 Mfl€YPAN. 

(b) Durative: (B. M. Cat. 104 No. 230 PMZ) C€P20Y€XI MMOOY N60NC / (A 1 234) n€TMOY2 NTn€ AYUI 
6TMOY2 MnKA2 AYUI €TP20YOIOY2 Mn€HHI / (ibid. 304) C€P20Y0XIC€ MMOH / (III 76.12f., Wess. 9 154d 4f.) 
€HP20Y€M€ MMOH / (P 130 5 1 7 PZ) C6P20Y6XUIK ON €BOA NH€H€meYMiA. Zero-determinated object: (P 131 6 
30 PMS) €P€n€H2HT P20Y€TAY€-n0NHP0N €BOA / (Or. 159.52f.) ...€CP20Y€P“n€TNANOYH NIM. The causative 
of -P20YO- is illustrated by (IV 19.14f.) ...NHTP€Y20Y0P-BPP€. Note here again the stative premodified 
by -P20Y0-: (A 2 10) HP20Y€»00n (sim. A I 204) / (ibid. 21) (0)Y2NAAY €HP20Y€TCTHY €BOA / (ibid. 331) 
CP20Y6200Y / (A l 155) HP20YOTHT ON N2HT / (P 130 2 75 ro) HOYOX H HP20YOTBBHY / (A I 266) flPUJMC 
6TP20Y6C20YOPT (a recurring expression, also A I 268, 269, 271, A 2 4, etc.) / (B. M. Cat. 79 No. 194,3) 
C6P20Y620A6 / (A 2 527) OCAniC... €TP20YOCH» / (Ch. 195.21 ff.) niNOB€ 2UIUIH P20Y€NA«IT. 

(c) Special cases of the non-durative lexeme. In the non-actual present (§3.1.2.1.1), etc. 61 : (A I 
276, collated) (€)NHfiHT an N*iri€T€P (sic) -hoaaimoc (sic), Hpzorenurr 2UiuiH NtfinMATOi / (A 2 245, col¬ 
lated) €AYTM-n€Y2HT CflAI X€-H»OOn MNn€H€IUIT 2A6H MnATOYTAMI€'AAAY, €YP20Y€TNTUJNOY €OY<5AA€ 
2NT€HOY6PHT€ CNT€ “ having shut their hearts to the fact that He had been in existence with His Father 


w Cf. Funk 1978b:97fF., 101. I would not include -tm- under this heading: it is different formally and functionally. Its 
position is conditioned and is not always pre-lexemic (€P«iANTMnPUiM€ cuttm); it has a different systemic standing. (Note incidentally 
an instance — unique as far as I know — of -TM- negativing tpchcuitm in conjugation instead of (N-) an negativing the conjugation 
form: (P 130 6 98 ro) €I»antmepo«i +natmtp€YCUJT emure “ Were I not long-suffering, 1 should not let them exist any longer".) 

i0 Although exceedingly rare in Sahidic, we find as close to Shenoute as Besa (ed. Kuhn, 10l.l7f.) an instance of durative 
TPO MMO- €- (cf. Polotsky 1939:111 = CP 375). Exx. like {II Tim . 1:6) +TP€K€IP€ MflM€€Y€ are not conclusive, although statistics 
may here prove illuminating. 

#l See Quecke 1975/6:485f.. Funk 1978b: 106 n. 68. In {A 2 376) AAAA n€2POOY ...P20YCCI EBOA collation with Zoega 
246 IT shows that Am6lineau omitted the perfect base. 
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before anything was created, they rather resemble a man crippled in both legs ” — possibly an instance 
of an apodotic, Tripartite ehcuitm (Shisha-Halevy 1973) 82 . 

(d) The common -P20Y0 2N- could be taken as predicative modifier premodified by -P20Y0- : (A 1 
110) 0YCI96 n€T2Mn€Y2HT 6MP20Y0 2NT€Y*YXH, also Ch. 33.43f., 104.5Iff., Or. 160.41 f. etc. Since however 
we find this also outside the present (A 2 396) HNAP20Y0 2MncwB2 / (IV 86.3) MnpP20Y0 2UIUIK 2NNAI, we 
must perhaps conclude that P-20Y0 in this case is nuclear 6 \ a fully predicative verb syntagm ( fci abound ”) 
complemented by 2N- 84 . That this is the copular (“ intransitive’') P- is perhaps indicated by (P 131* 
19 Hr) €T€TNO N20Y0 2MnTtUB2: in that case -P20Y0- in the durative could be the mediator. 

3.3.3 -PSPn-/-P»d*PnN--/-pwK>PnN-/“9Pn- (selective object-expanded documentation): 

(a) Non-durative: (1) the immediate construction: N9AX€/KATA0€/n/(€)NTAN“ipn ZOO* —* a recurring 
expression, very common: A I 36, 152. Wess. 9 87b 28ff., 125a 15f., Ill 30.15, IV 7.24, 67.16f. etc. / (Ch. 
56.28f.) AYP^OPflNOPAH / (ibid. 123.18ff.) HTOC TAP n€NTACP^OPnNP-MOYI €POH / (IV 47.22ff.) NSA A€ 
6NTAY2UIH MMOOY CTOOTN H N6HTAYCA20Y HAN PtiJPnTAM€-TMlN€ NPUIM6 ETMMAY...; (2) the mediate con¬ 
struction: (A 2 345) ...€TP€YP«>pn«nuurT hhooy mayaay / ( Wess. 9 145a Ilf.) ...€AYP«fpriNC00YTN N-. 

(b) Durative (rare): (Wess. 9 148b-c) neTPSPmywnc / (IV 194.If.) H€2BHY€ €T€P€NAAiHON (sic) p»pn- 

N€IP€ MMOOY. 

3.4 Deverbative lexeme-carrying nominalizations and their object-expansion 

P€M“, the analytic, productive nomen agentis prefix, and AT-, the “ privative ” deriving one, are both 
nuclei in relation to a following verb lexeme w . (They themselves, of course, expand a foregoing deter¬ 
minator.) A check of the object-expansion of their respective verbal components yields the following 
results: 


3.4.1 PGHCUJTM 68 , historically an antecedent -f adnominal present syntagm, still reveals (with some 
exceptions) the expansion properties of a present tense (§3.1.2.1) for a nominal object, but of a non-durative 
pattern for a pronominal one (§3.1.1.1) and for especially close compound verbs (§3.1.1.2.3(2)): 


Object 

construction 

Vbdeterm. object 

NonS-determ. objectjsubst. relat. 

(determinated) 67 Ipron. 

(a) immediate 

P€MHI-*YXH (IV 21.8) 

P€MT€2M-PU»M€ ( III 61.6f.) 
P€M»9M»€-€IAUJA0N (Ch. 110.1 Iff.) 
P€M+-2Afl {Ch. 126.5If.) 

T6YMNTP€MKA~2THY... (IV 42.4f„ 116.8f.) 

nP€MTNTU)NH erurrcAoc (Ch. 204.13f.) 


•* Cf. Funk !978b:107 n. 71. 

“ -20Y€- is nuclear in {0Y-j20Y€ + noun (A I 400, A 2 12, 155, 402, Wess. 9 I44d 29f.) }n€-}20Y€ + noun (A 2 80, P 130 4 
119 K€) in relation to the following noun lexeme (it expands its determinator). 

44 This goes for (Wess. 9 142d 7ff.) AHAAY ayuj AHP20Y0 €POOY and (Ch. I25.23f.) ncrp-20YO NAC. 

44 Cf. Funk 1978a:115f. 

•• Stern §172; Wiesmann 1914:130 (no pem- 4- stative is known to me in Shenoute), 1917:146; Till §§146, 260b, following 
Jernstedt 1927:70f. (4), who observes (without enlarging on this syntagm), that his rule does not fully apply here. Cherix 1979:11 
(71, 75, 83 etc.) subsumes this under the Bipartite Pattern cases. For the opposition PEHMOY (aoristic, non-actual present) vs. 
PCHMOOYT (actual statal present) see Funk 1976a:180 n. 1. 

47 See §5.2.3.1. 
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83.4.1 



P€H2UTTB-PUJM€ (Ch. 27.1 If.) 

P€HP-n€0OOY (III 190.15) 

P€HP-2IK, P€HP-rU2PE, P6MKA-OYNOY 

(III 88) 

P€HC6B-PU1M€ (IV 99.29) 

P€HXI-OYA (III 78.13) 

P€HP-OYO€IN (III 88.28) 

P€H6N-APIK€ (III 121.23f.) 

P€HK6T-HI (IV 75.25) 

P€HTAK€-2HT (III 121.15) 

P€HCKPKP-UJH6 62PAI (P 131 s 29 MS) 
P€HP-2UJB €- (Ch. 35.32f.) 

P€Mn€2T-CNOH 6BOA (Ch. 26.55ff.) 
peHXi-»0XN€ (III 123.22) 


(b) mediate 


TMNTP€HTAKO NMM6A0C (Ch. 67.32f.) 
MNTP€M<JU)UJM€ Mn2An (Ch. 52.2f.) 

T6IPCHCIUS Mn€CNOYT€ (Ch. 149.7ff.) 
nPCMTUIPn NN€T€NOYM AN N€ (Ch. 177.1 Iff.) 
nP€MTUJ» NNCT*AAA€I (Ch. 206.34f.)? 

P€MIUn 6NNCI0Y (III 88.12) 


3.4.2 AT- 88 : here we have a different picture: (a) With a pronominal or non-zero-determinated 
nominal object, the construction is mediate: P-/0 N-ATCOOYN MMO* (7//212.8f., IV 2-3, 7.4f., Ch. 66.22f.) 
/ (P 131 7 45 vo.) -o NATCOOYN MneYZMOT. (eeic NATTA20C [/// 108.28] is quoted from Athanasius. Note 
ATCOOYN €- [IV 83.9, 100.5f.]: I know of no instance of *ATCOYN-). Is p-atcooyn mmo- a case of MMO*- 
rection of a compound verb (§3.1.2.2.2)? 

(b) We find the immediate construction with a zero-determinated object: (IV 42.l2f.) 2€NAT“*n-2MOT 
and with the compound verb P-2TH-: (IV 49.12) natp-zthy. 


3.4,3 Miscellaneous, (a) With »0Y- “worthy of...“we find the immediate construction of a nominal 
or pronominal object (the pronoun anaphoric-correferent with the determinator or nucleus of the syntagm): 
(III 64.6f., IV 23.20f., P 131 6 15 ro) — - N«K>YM€CTUJOY / (IV 84.21) NHlOYnOPwJH / (A 1 269) NHJOYC20YUJPOY 
/ (IV 157.12) 0OIT€ NHIOYHAZC / (III 96.3) N»OYM€T-n€Yp-nM€€Y€ 6B0A / (Ch. 205.48ff.) T2GIMUN HHIOY- 
M6PITC / (ibid. 189.2ff.) ni»OYTHTAY€-n6HPAN / (A 2 84) NyJ0YA90Y (sic), N90YM6PIT0Y. 

(b) With 4IN-, we find the immediate construction of a pronominal object, mediate/(immediate?) 
for the nominal one: (A 2 234) T€NrflNTAN20YTM/ (A l 15) (of the friendly dog) tiinkim €P0H (i.e. for his 
master) Hn€HnA20Y H flCHCAT MNT*IN€IP€ €n€CHT nnehmaaae. 

(c) ...€H0 MMAITA0OM €BOA 2ITNNPUIMC (IV 43.5). 


M Stern §177; Jernstedt 1967, Funk 1976 are concerned mainly with the semantics and diathesis of this deverbative 
adjective (see §4.2.2.2.l). 
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Chapter 4 


THE ADNOMINAL MODIFIER: 

A DEFINABLE 4 ADJECTIVE ’ CATEGORY IN COPTIC? 


4.0.1 

4.0.2 

4.1 

4.2 

4.2.1 

4.2.1.1 

4.2.1.2 

4.2.1.3 
4.2.2 

4.2.2.1 

4.2.2.2 

4.3 


The so-called “ adjective ” in Coptic: a research-historical note 
The problem: noun, substantive, adjective 

Determinative-subordinative syntagmatics: adnominal expansion; syntactic vs. semantic nucleus 
and satellite 

Relative-order (arrangement) opposition: semantic nucleus satellite, in terms of placement 
opposition 

Placement opposition suppressed (order neutralization) 

First-place-position paradigm 
Second-place-position paradigms 

Order neutralization in the case of multiple-attribute syntagms 
Placement opposition maintained: adjectives 
Rection in ‘noun + adjective’ syntagms: concord 

Definition of the opposition terms: unmarked (second-place-position adjectives) vs. marked 
(first-place-position adjectives) 

Determinative and appositive syntagms: suppletive neutralization for pronominal and proper- 
noun nuclei 


4.0.1 The so-called “ adjective “ in Coptic: a research-historical note. Both early and 
current scholarly opinion speaks for the existence in Coptic of a grammatical category of “adjectives ” 
as well as a syntactic device to form attributive syntagms 1 , viz . the “ nota relationis ” N- (§§1.0.1.2, 1.1.1 
spec. obs.). This amounts to a contradiction in terms, seeing that the so-called adjective is in fact such 
a syntagm 2 . Moreover, the grammars shed no light on the vital question of the ‘ nucleus - satellite ’ 
arrangement or relative order, actually observing on the irrelevance of placement and non-existence of a 
significant order — hence, the variation status of (OY-jnOHHPOC npujme and {oy-}puim€ MnoNHPOC, the 
latter being nevertheless the “ normal ” (i.e. predominant) arrangement 3 . 


1 Till’s unfortunate “ Qualitatsgenitiv ” (p. 70f.; 1928 :§88a>. Cf. Steindorff 1951 :§§I48, 156, Stern §§292ff. Stem’s 
M attributive Relation ” (§§185-8), distinct from “ attributive Annexion ” (§ 194, the case of-ttPHM, -koyi etc., considered by Stern 
in the same light as the in fine compositi elements, -0, -»IP€, -noyhe etc.). 

2 Stern §§168-9, 177, 185-8, 194 (Stern stresses the morphologic similarities of “adjective” and “substantive”); Till 
§§!14ff.; Steindorff 1951 :§§!48, 156. Most expositions (including Crum’s in Dictionary , “ adj ” vs. “ nn ”, “ adj ” usually cor¬ 
responding to a Greek adjective, e.g. in p. 157a, 159b) have a definite ethnocentric flavour (so too Gregorius 1981). Stern, as usuab 
shows the most insight and offers the most pertinent discussion of this issue. Pre-Stem grammars are even less consistent. 
Peyron (1841) calls na»€- etc. “ adiectiva quae distinguuntur ex suffixis ” (33) or “ quae utuntur suffixis ” (74f.), €T-, €M- “ adiec- 
tiva composita ”, “ participia vel adiectiva ” (34). (Steindorff 1951 :§I 57 calls the augentia “ Adjectiva mit Suffixen ”.) Modem 
treatments assume the existence of such a category and do not bother with definitions (so ChaIne 1933, Steindorff 1951, BOhlig 
1979, Gregorius 1981, etc.) or evade the issue (so Cherix 1979:14 “ nom k valeur adjective, utilise sans article, dans la construction 
attributive ”). One often finds “ adjective ” and “ attributive ” (construction or noun) used as if synonymous. 

3 Stern §§186-8, Steinthal-Misteli 1893:277, Till §§114, 117-9, ChaIne 1933 :§§181-226, Steindorff 1951 :§156, Mallon- 
Malinine p. 73 (“ Les adjectifs primitifs et derives se placent soit avant, soit aprfcs les substantives”), Gregorius 1981:199, 
and so on. 
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4.0.2 The problem: noun, substantive, adjective. Some or all of the following characteristics 
apply as a rule to — and indeed define — the Coptic nominal lexemic substitution group: (a) eligibility 
as expansions (satellites) of pronominal (determinators, §5.1.1.0.1) and semi-pronominal nuclei (MNT-, 
PM-, AT-); (b) eligibility (within noun syntagms) as expansions of verb lexemes (in the construct state, the 
immediate object construction, (§3.0.2); (c) the privilege (within noun syntagms) of occupying the actor 
slot in various conjugation patterns, often conditioning special base/converter allomorphs; also of oc¬ 
curring in variously appositive and extrapositive status (cf. §6.0.1); (d) compatibility with immediately 
preceding modifier markers (“prepositions”); (e) (morphologic) movability, irregular and extremely 
restricted (CON: CUIN€, «JHP€: *iJ€€P€, 2AAO: 2AAUJ, CAB€: cabh) 4 ; (f) (morphologic) countability, more or 
less regular, widespread but unpredictable (subject to regulation as yet obscure) (cnoh: cnujujh, 2AAO: 
2AAOI, CON: CNHY) 5 . Returning to (d), one notes the modifier and relator signal par excellence , the “ nota 
relationis ” N~, often discussed in the course of this work. Yet all these formal criteria do not warrant 
the differentiation in Coptic of nomen substantivum and nomen adiectivum, whatever the justification for 
this distinction in other languages 6 and for that matter pre-Coptic Egyptian 7 : the special “adjectival 
predicate ” predication pattern is absent in Coptic, and the adnominal privilege is restricted to a closed 
lexical list of few members. This is not to say, however, that nominal subgrouping cannot be achieved 
on the strength of other formal criteria, for instance, the distinction of alienable and inalienable nouns 
(cf. §1.2.1.1, spec, obs.); nouns compatible with the determinators of one or both genders (§5.1.1.0.1), 
including cases of syntactic movability like n-/T-2M2AA, n-/T-NO<5, n-/T-PMN-; nouns compatible with MNT- 
(until evidence to the contrary is produced, one cannot assume that these constitute an open-ended list); 
-OC/-ON dual-ending Greek loan-adjectives (see below) or loan-substantives vs. all others; eligibility as 
“ in initio compositi ” or “ in fine compositi ” elements (for the unmarked, juxtaposed adnominal modi¬ 
fier, Stern’s “ attributive Annexion ”, see below); verb lexemes, that is to say nouns privileged to occupy 
the predicate slots in certain verbal predication patterns, vs. all others. There are, of course, also many 
possible semantic subdivisions which are no less “ formal ” in the frame of reference of contextual com¬ 
patibility. Yet none of these sub-categories can appropriately be termed “ adjective ”, to the exclusion 
of some or all of the others. (Note that all nouns, except for the few on the list of juxtaposed attribution, 
must be N-marked to occur adnominally; this applies also to Greek loan-adjectives: fiPUJM€ NArAeoc.) 
It is nonetheless the Greek loan-adjectives (nONHPOC, COOOC, 6AAXICTOC) — with some original two-ending 

compounds, like ANOMOC, TAAAinuiPOC —, that are implicitly taken as adjectives in Coptic 8 and constitute 

* 

the core and major constituent of this vague class. Indeed, it is my impression that it is this considerable 
and prominent group grammarians have in mind when referring, with no formal or theoretical foundation, 


4 Unproductive, and of the same order as lexical motion (€IUJT: MAAY). 

5 (III 157.1 Iff.) €Y€XOOC eri2AAO 2A2THN AYUJ €Y£XOOC €0AAUJ 2A2TNTHYTN H NCeXOOC 6N2AAOI 6T2ATNTHYTN. An unpub¬ 
lished monograph by a student of mine, Ms. G. Rozyk, points to an individualizing-concretizing role of the lexemic plural in the 
Sahidic NT. — Incidentally, OYCUJNe NC2IM€ (Jit 94.12f., see Dictionary 343a) means here “wife-mate” (not “female sister”). 

8 A relatively late distinction in grammatical terminology (Schoemann 1862:83ff. — mainly a semantic one). The usual 
adjectival syndrome, often converging with a conglomerate of specific morphs, is one of adnominal privilege of position, concord 
governability, morphologic grading (comparative, superlative, adequative, etc.), special semasiological characteristics, and (in 
some languages) syntactic or morphosyntactic peculiarities, such as special predication patterns, a distinction of attributive vs. 
predicative status, and so on. 

7 See Schenkel 1967:77ff.; the Egyptian adjective is primarily a syntactically definable category, yet neither the adnominal 
position (shared by the so-called “direct genitive”) nor the concord (shared by the appositive noun) are decisive. However, 
the special “adjectival predicate” pattern, lost between Demotic and Coptic, is. In Coptic this predication pattern is replaced 
cooperatively by the “ adjective verbs ”, the stative in the Bipartite conjugation, and the nominal sentence. Note esp. the pattern 
with zero-determinated predicate: (Or. 159.34ff.) (€>BOT€ n€, (€)ci»€ ne / (/// 208.8) (e)MOi2€ ne NAY... / (IV 23.22) MKA2 N2HT 
ne €COTM / (Ch. 183.23) €PAa€ ne NAY... / (B.L.Or. 3581A 66, No. 198, f. 2 vo) Sine n€ xe-NAi. 

8 Stern §169; Till §76, etc. See Gregorius 1981. 


AnOr. 53 


Chapter 4. The Adnominal Nominal Modifier 


§4.0.2 


to Coptic “ adjectives In the following pages I attempt to trace a way towards gaining a formal basis 
for a nominal sub-class, for which the name “ adjective ”, although still somewhat arbitrary, may not 
be amiss. 

4.1 Determinative-subordinative syntagmatics: adnominal expansion; syntactic vs. se¬ 
mantic NUCLEUS AND SATELLITE 

Let us first examine the syntagmatics of adnominal nominal modification. One (or more) N-marked 
noun syntagm following (in open juncture) another constitutes the Coptic attributive syntagm. But 
this is merely a special case in a whole paradigm of two-noun syntagms, where the formal changing factors 
are (a) the determination of either or both constituents, (b) the relator morph N- or NT€-. This corre¬ 
sponds, on the plan du contenu , to a semasiological spectrum ranging from possessive, through appur- 
tenative, to attributive relationship 9 between the two consituents. Although the intricacies of this pa¬ 
radigm are, as yet, far from clear (see §1.1.1 spec. obs. for N-/NT6- distribution), it is certain that the relative 
determination of the constituents (or the determination contour of the complex) is a primary factor reg¬ 
ulating the selection of their relator, and zero determination of the second constituent corresponds to 
an attributive connotation of the adnominal modifier 10 : the generic reference effected by the zero article 
(§5.1.1-2) for the second noun determines the qualificative relations between it and the first. The 4 noun -> 
N + noun ' phrase is analyzable into nucleus and satellite (expansion) 11 . It is beyond controversy that the 
44 nomen relatum ” (Tuki’s term 12 ) or modifier noun is syntactically satellital, the expansion of the un¬ 
marked noun. The placement of the N-marked noun is fixed — invariably second in the syntagm. Since 
both constituents are nominal, the usual paradigmatic ( 44 word-class ”) test for identifying the nucleus 
cannot be applied here. However, it is the first term that carries the determinators (and subsequently 
relator morphs) for the whole complex syntagm (thus also the gender-number motivating factor: rsOPne 
NCOT€ [P I30 2 67 vo]). It is nuclear also in accordance with the basic nucleus -> satellite syntagmatic se¬ 
quence in Coptic. But if this is so, one cannot but query the statement that nnONHPOC npuime and nPUJM€ 
MnoHHPOC are mere variants: can nucleus and expansion (since the placement of the N-marked noun is 
fixed and non-pertinent), determinatum and determinans , really exchange status, with no correlated shift 
on the plan du contenu ? In other words, what is the functional load of this arrangement opposition? 


9 Other languages employ a genitive-type morpheme to cover a similar semasiological range. This is striking in Romance, 
esp. French (cf. Guillaume 19l9:125ff., Rothenberg 1970:238ff., 245ff.). But while in French one is concerned with an idiomatic, 
stylistically marked turn of phrase, in Coptic N-modification is the only systemic means to attribute the quality of one noun 
to another. 

10 Not the other way round, as is implied in Till’s description; noYO€iN MfiKOCMOC, OYArreAOC NT€nNOYT€, 2€NNOYT€ n»€, 
OYriPOOHTHC NNOYX, oytpooh neaaxicton, OYC2IM6 MnoHHPOC. The “ closeness ” of ‘ N-adjective ’ vs. the “looseness” of 
4 N-substantive ’ (Steinthal-Misteli 1893:276) is equally traceable to the different degree of determination. Incidentally, NT€- 
does not play a role in the “ genitive attributive opposition (pace Till §122 n. 3), since it is as a rule incompatible with the 
zero determination of the second noun. 

11 See §5.1.1-0.1; Seiler 1960:6f. The means of formal concatenation in Coptic are twofold: morphematic (N-, mark of 
satellital dependence) and tagmemic (word-order). This corresponds to pre-Coptic concord -f order (see Steinthal-Misteu 
1893:275f.). Cf. Schmidt 1974:446f. for a typological-comparative approach to this issue. 

12 Tuki 84ff. and passim , in my opinion an excellent term. Elsewhere, Tuki defines N- as a “ litter a coniunctiva ”; cf. 
Steinthal-Misteu’s “ Nominalcasus ” (1893:92), and see also Schwarze-Steinthal 459. The “ nomen relatum” is in para¬ 
digm with other, verbal adnominal modifiers (relative, circumstantial, conjunctive, €TP€M~; see Ch. 7 n. 31, §7.4). It syncretizes 
(neutralizes) the distinction between attributive and adnexal modification (§7.1.3): (Wess. 9 110a 5ff.) nuiNG N6A€l€ H €TN€6UJH / 
(III 166.22f.) 2ENPUIMG NATCUJTM... AYUJ €YA0eT€l / (P 131 5 47 ro) N6Y2BHY6 GTNANOYOY AYUI NAIKAIOCYNH / (A 2 419-420, not Sh.) 
N€IP€H“JAX€ AYUJ GTACUJOY / (Mun. 104) NP€MXIOV€... MNNPGMXf-tfOA MNNPGMUJPK NNOYX AYUJ €TMOO»€ 2NKPOH NIM / (A 2 338) 2€N~ 
P€HOY€M"PUlM€ N6 AYUJ NP€Mn€2T-CNOH N2HK6 / (RE 11 16b 9f.) nAlKAlOC ayuj NAl~A0OC: in the last exx., N-/GT- introduce an ad¬ 
ditional expansion of the determinator (§5.1.1). 
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Note, however, that whereas the syntactic nucleus — the first noun — is always the first term, the syntactic 
satellite is always the second, it is otherwise with the non-grammatical “ incumbents ” in the 4 (determi¬ 
nator) [ ] N- [ ] ’ grammatical framework. The change in placement means that the two noun lexemes 
turn or revolve symmetrically around the N-dependence mark (which, although in the scheme of Coptic 
juncture is attached to the second term, belongs as a matter of fact to the whole syntagm). In this sense, 
there does take place a reversal of centre and periphery. The semantic nucleus (contextually essential, 
representing and integrating the syntagm in the semantic cotext; (OY-)PUJM€, (T-)*YXH in OYPUJM6 MnONHPOC 
and TANOMOC M4»YXH l3 ; belonging to a certain “ meaning class ”, cf. 44 form class ” for the syntactic nu¬ 
cleus; often, but not necessarily the non-omissible component 14 ) is placed first in OYPWME MnONHPOC, 
where it coincides with the syntactic nucleus, but second in OYnONHPOC npujme, where semantic satellite 
coincides with the syntactic nucleus. In binary terms, the arrangement opposition is statable as one of 
coincidence vs. non-coincidence of syntactic and semantic constituents. Put differently (but amounting 
to the same thing): a noun lexeme has a different value in syntactically nuclear or satellital status. These 
are, in strict structural analysis, non-identical homonymic signs, and it is our task to find out under what 
(environmental) conditions the one or the other occurs 15 . This reformulation of the problem is, I believe, 
preferable to a formulation based on order — 44 usual ”, inverted, motivated, etc. — which is more difficult 
to reduce to non-transformational, static opposition terms. Instead of arrangement opposition, we are 
dealing with opposition of placement. 


4.2 Relative-order (arrangement) opposition: ‘semantic nucleussatellite’, in terms 
of placement opposition 

The superficial impression that the arrangement in determinative-attributive groups is free or ar¬ 
bitrary is proved wrong by a careful sorting of the material. In the first instance, we observe that place- 


13 Consider (A 2 486) N€IUIN€ npwme (of hypocrites. Am&ineau: “ ces hommes de pierre ", n. 4: 44 mot k mot: ces pierres 
d’hommes, c’est a dire: ces hommes insensibles “). In cases of proforma expansion it is often difficult to assign the semantic roles: 
(A iun. 102) NIP6H2IK NP€MP“rU2P€ / (Wess. 9 105b 16fF., 24ff.) 6YP-AIKAIOC NNAHT AYUJ NSIAY ...CYP-AC6BHC NATNA NPEHXIN60NC 
AYUJ NNO€IK (///95.15) OYXACI2HT NKOINAOZOC / {ibid. 123.13f.) nillAN2THM N2APS2HT eT€NA“l€n€HNA / (ibid. 135. lOf.) 26NP6MXIN60NC 
He NP€MP-NOB€ / ( Ch. I08.15ff.) ...(e)2€NNAHT N€ NSAN2THH MMAIPWM6... and so on. These cases are best understood as ad¬ 
ditional expansions of a determinator ; see n. 12. (A 2 74) 2€N€AAXICTON NNOYB 2I2AT / (IV 128.3) flATNOYT€ NAIABOAOC / (ibid. 153.16) 
OYXAX6 NPUIM6, OYXAX6 NC2IM6 / (A I 76) T6IA0HT NC2IH6; see also the exx. in §4.2.2. Compare here the switch in position of class 
and selector , non-identical with (synt.) nucleus and expansion (Seiler I960:l9ff.), resulting in a role of specification (synt. nucleus = 
class, expansion = selector) or characterization (nucleus = selector, expansion = class). Consider the following cases of speci¬ 
fication: (Ch. 56.53f.) riATNA mmatoi 44 that soldier who is ruthless", (Rossi 2/3 75) rtONHPOC NIM NPUJME 44 every man that is wick¬ 
ed ”; yet this is certainly not without exception in Coptic: (P 130 4 97 ro) TEMKGTAAAintiJPOC MWTXH / (A 2 412) ri€BlHN N26AAHN 
/ (Wess. 9 149d 20f.) MtlAPANOMOC NIOYAAI. 

14 Witness (Miss. 281) neMCNAY H n€M“JOMNT (scil. N200Y). The so-called 44 reduction test” (“bad dogs” to “dogs”; 
Seiler 1 960:6f.), leaves us in Coptic with the semantic, rather than syntactic nucleus. The latter is identifiable mainly through the 
44 centrifugal ” basic syntagmatic sequence of Coptic (Stern §635: “ Das selbstandige und regierende steht vor dem angekniipften 
und abhangigen”; see too Schenkel 1967:71, Funk 1978a: 117). 

15 For the extensive literature on the problem of adjective placement in various languages, see the bibliography in Reiner 
1968 (also the General Introduction). This issue has been studied, with interesting and often varying results, exp. for French. 
Weil 1879:53ff., Weinrich 1966, Barri 1975 suggest semantic union (adj. -> N) vs. disunion or autonomy (N -» adj.) The inverse 
is asserted for English (Bolinger 1972). Teyssier (Lingua 20:236ff., 1961) distinguishes in English between qualifying and modifying 
placement; Reiner 1968 suggests for French a distinction of 44 coappelative ” vs. 44 (co)predicative ”, 44 objectivation ” (N -> adj.) 
vs. subjective, impressionistic qualification (adj. -► N). The comparable opposition in German of bose Hunde vs. bose Hunde is 
treated by Seiler 1960 (esp. 35f.) in terms of characterization vs. specification, respectively. Weinrich’s (1966) and Barri’s (1975) 
approach to the French constructions is structuralist. Weinrich rejects the 44 emotive ” interpretation (covered in more detail 
below) as 44 mystification ” (“ les sentiments n’y sont pour rien ”, p. 89) and advocates a distributional examination (p. 83f.); 
postposed adjectives are then found to be distinctive , while anteposed ones, morpheme-like, form a closer union with the following 
noun. 
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ment opposition obtains with a well-defined, restricted (even if extensive) list of noun lexemes (§4.2.2). 
For other nouns, the placement is fixed, i.e. non-pertinent, out of opposition, in our corpus — either in¬ 
variably first-place (§4.2.1.1) or a second-place position (§4.2.1.2). In the latter case, a shift from second 
to first position entails a drastic shift — indeed, often a complete reversal — of the meaning of the syn- 
tagm: e.g., “a vessel of wood” becomes “vessel wood”, “women’s passion” becomes “a woman 
of passion”; the interrelationship between the constituents is completely reversed. An “adjective” 
will be defined below as a nominal modifier for which a shift in placement (or rather replacement by a 
different-position homonymic alternant) does not bring about an internal semantic reversal of that order, 
but selects another member of an externally determinable paradigm, while the inter-constituent relationship 
remains constant. From another point of view, the specificity contour is different in the two cases: sharply 
rising or dipping in the non-adjectival postposed nom. modifier, it is moderate in the PUJMC MnONHPOC: 
nONHPOC npujmc paradigm. (Note that the distinction of semantic vs. syntactic nucleus and satellite is 
valid for both adjectives and modifier nouns, the only difference being that for the ‘ nONHPOC npujmc ’ 
type of syntagm the nuclei and satellites are semantically on a par or commensurate, in partial equivalence 
[i.e. can be substituted for each other]; this is not the case with OY2HT NUJN€, OYNOB6 MMOY.) 

4.2.1 The placement opposition suppressed (order neutralization) 

4.2.1.1 First-place-position paradigm. This includes (beside determinators) 16 : (a) Identifiers: 
zenkooye (III 59.27), aw, oy, nim (IV 75.18f., Ill 108.If., 137.1); (b) Quantifiers: no 6: (A I 281) oyno<s 
H 2€NNO<S MMHCTHPION (sic) / (Wess. 9 131b 2ff.) niNOtf N2UIB NBOTC AYUI €Tp-BOON€ €MAT€ / (P 131 6 23 Fl) 
TN06 MfiOAlC / (A l 65) 2€NNO 6 npuime... Z\H06 NC2IM6 17 ; KOYI, WHM “ a little ”, “ a small quantity /number” 
(oXiyoc,, paucus , peu de-\ the second-place opposed homonym means “small, little”, (itxpo^, paruus): 
26NKOYI NWHN, 2CNKOYI NOYOOT6... (Miss. 231) / €TMTP€H€IP€ NOYKOYI MFICTNANOYH A€~€H€AI NOYNA KOYI 
(A 2 502f.) / 2ENKOYI WHM MF16TNANOYM (K 9028) / N6IKOYI NZWON (///45.27) / 2ENWHM NW€ (rare, IV 73.14f.); 
2A2, 20€IN€ 17 , AAAY, OYHP (77/ 108.5. 140.27, 107.20); cardinal numbers (from three onwards): IV 51.7, 
54.29, Ch. 85.56f. With cnay (masc.) the evidence is conflicting: we find both first-place (“ a pair of... ”) 
and the by far more common, historic appositive second-place position, with no detectable difference 
in meaning: (Ch. 86.50f.) niCNAY... N2UUB NKCOAAAION / (Miss. 283) CNAY NPUJMC / (P 130 4 93 vo) CNAY 
wnCTNANOYH, but (P 130 1 36 pnt) ni2UJB CNAY nanahcaion. For the feminine we find the first place: (IV 
108.3) KCNO 6 CNTC NC2IM6. Ordinal numbers : W(0)Pn(€), M€2- (Ch. 86.45f., 174.1 If., Ill 118.14), (A 1 33) 
26NMC2CNAY NHI / (ibid. 92) nM€2200Y cnay h F1MC2W0MNT N200Y. 2A€ “last” (movable, countable) has 
accordingly first place: (Ch. 161.If.) N2ACOY N200Y / (ibid. 198.2f. = Mt. 5:26) I12A€ NKOAPANTHC, (17f.) 
f!2A€ NACnTON / (A 2 71) 0AH NANTIAOHA / (Rossi 2/3 12) riN0<S AYUJ n2A€ NATUJN / (P 130 1 136 TAS) n2A€ 
N200Y (sim. Rossi 2/3 83) / (IV 208.lOf.) OAH NCAAnin, etc.; but in certain temporal fixed expressions it 
occupies second place, namely after time-nouns, with a categorial (eschatological) reference (2A€, zero- 
determinated, is invariable here): NCOYOCIW N2A€ (III 126.24, 164.20, 180.15,19f., 181.4f., A 7 90, 285, 
290-1 etc.), N6200Y N2A€ (IV 76.15): “ last days ”, “ latter days ”. 


16 The determinators are really in “ zero ” or “ pre-first ” position; in fact, they constitute the prime nuclear paradigm, 
the initial boundary signal, the beginning of the concatenation of expansions. On the first-place paradigm see Till §119, Mallon- 
Malinine §165, cf. Stern §187. 

17 In 20€IN€ €NNO<5 (sic), 2ENKOOYC 6YCOBK (777 27.10), NO<5 is overruled by 20€IN€, due perhaps to the contrast figure. As 
distinct from 2€NN06 “some great ones”, this perhaps means “some (persons) who are great” (cf. Man. Homilien 27.15 
2AINC N2AYT, 2AIN€ NC2IM6, also in disjunctive contrast). 
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4.2.1.2.1 Second-place-position paradigms (a). Here an inversion is possible, but entails 
a reversal of the interrelationship between nucleus and expansion (§4.2): this proves these cases to be 
sociative or appurtenative rather than attributive syntagms. Examples are of course ubiquitous, and 
the lists are open-ended; the following semasiological subgrouping is selective: (a) 0-determinated, N- 
marked abstracts (incl. nomina actionis, infinitive), MNT-syntagms, individual lexemes: M€ “ truth ”, NOY*, 
BOTE, KPOH, cool A, AOIMOC, “IAY, MISE, UIN2 and so on; (b) noun lexemes with generic-categoric reference: 
200YT, C2IM6, PUIME, aaimujn, CATANAC, AIABOAOC, nNEYMA, 2HT, etc.; (c) noun-lexemes with material - 
constituence reference: UJNE, »E, CAPS, 2AT, NE2, OYOEIN, KAKE, and so on. This class is compatible with 
the first-place paradigm: (IV 156.19) aaay N2UJB NNOBE MMOY / (ibid. 108.3) KENO 6 CNTE NC2IME / (Ch. 146. 
15ff.) 0YN06 EMATE NBW NEAOOAE... and, unlike members of the latter, attributes in the second-place list 
can be compiled “ freely ”. They cannot therefore be taken as constituting a single paradigm but several, 
according to position and compatibility in a complicated system of semasiological principles (see foot¬ 
note 19). 

4.2.1.2.2 Second-place-position paradigm (b). Here we find the zero-determinated, dependence- 
unmarked, invariable 18 “JHM and (rarely) K0Y1: (IV 99.16) nMA tyHM NKA2 / (Ch. 103.35f.) 2EN2PHYE 
WHM MMNT2HKE / (P !3I 4 141 VO, Sh.?) 0H 9HM MMAPIA / (P 130 5 69 ir) TKE6ICOYNOY 9HM / (Leyd. 345) 
riAPAnTuiMA koyi / (/// 181.18f.) OYtforiE KOYl MMOOY / (A 2 503) OYNA koyi; »HM occurs in at least two fixed 
(lexicalized) syntagms, viz . “JHPE/^EEPE «JHM “boy”, “girl”, “child” (IV 61.27 2EN4IHPE »HM EYCOBK, 
ibid. 103.14, shows the the semantic weakening of »HM, in this compound-like syntagm: “ small children ”), 
and TCYNAruirH “JHM (Berl. 16117 Tie). KOYI (perhaps more usually of quantity than mere size) and *!JHM 
are compatible 19 : zenkoyi «jhm MnETNANOYM (K 9028) “ a few small good (works) ”, cf. 2ENKOY1 MnETNA- 
NOYH (Berl. 1613 6 ro) “ a few good (works) ”. This curious,, unique attributive syntagm is the last vestige 
of the pre-Coptic tagmemically marked attributive dependence — this marking being only partial, since 
in Coptic there is in this case no concord to (co-)mark this dependence. 

4.2.1.2.3 CABE/H (“wise, clever". III 22.21, 120.18, IV 82.9, etc.) and bppe (“new”, III 65.10, 
103.16, Ch. 44.45f. etc.) appear to have the privilege of only second-place position, although additional 
attestation is necessary; a glance at Dictionary 43a, 319a shows this is correct, with few exceptions, for 
Coptic generally 20 . 

4.2.1.3 In the case of multiple-attribute syntagms, the phrase loses its basic binary form, and 
N-symmetrical inversion is impossible. This probably means a neutralization of the arrangement factor. 
Consider the following examples: (Ch. I91.36ff.) OYPUJME MnAPANOMOC NATNA NPEHTUiPn NAKAeAPTOC 
NKPOH N2EAAHN / (III I72.10f.) 2ENPUJME NNA9TE1ME NAACI2HT NPEHKUITE NCAnEOOOY NIM / (Ch. 111.35ff.) 
OYEIUIT NATAOOC AYUI NCABE AYU1 NEYCEBHC / (Ch. 199.37ff.) flPUJME NNAHT N“JAN2THH MMA12HKE / (III 190. 
14f.) HPIUME NPEHP-nEeOOY NATMn^A N2LUN E20YN EnAOEIC / (IV I26.6f.) NE2BHYE MME AYUI NAIKAION / (III 
121.23f.) 2ENPUIME NATCUJTM npehkpmpm NPEM^N-APIKE. NB. A complex single attribute (“bracketed”, 
coordinated): (Ch. 79.3Iff.) TENOC NIM N2EAAHN 2I2AIPETIKOC / (III 34.17) NE2BHYE NAIKAION AYUJ NTBBO 
21 ME. 


18 Yet note 2€Na€€PG “/HMC ( Wess. 9 94a If., collated). 

18 I know of no other instance in Coptic of the compatibility of similar, paradigm-defined attributes (of the type 44 The 
Good Old Bad Old Days ”, a programme on BBC Radio 4, 1979). 

20 -200YT C* wild ”, niPiP2O0YT, mA200YT, A 2 104), -M€ ( 4 ‘ genuine ”. N€2MG III 71.5), -oyhp (coyoyhp 44 dav such-and- 
such 232 crpuc? 489a ),-buiuin “bad”, -NOYH€ “good”, -»IP€ (“young”, in »HP€“MP€ IF 298, Dictionary 

486a), -AC ( 4i old”, HPn ac vs. -hbppc, A 1 194) are all in our corpus final (close-juncture?) constituents of compounds. 
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4.2.2 Placement opposition maintained: I define here the adjective as any specific noun 
lexeme (N x ) featuring in both following paradigms: (a) ‘ N N-N x ’ (parad. a); ((3) ‘ N x N-N ’ (par- 
ad. (3), i.e. having the privilege of both first- and second-place positions; analytically speaking, the ad¬ 
jective comprises two homonymic signs , formally opposed and distinguishable by placement properties. 
Note that whereas in this class the conception of a category or paradigm of two non-identical homonyms 
— PUJM6 MfiONHPOC and nONHPOC NPUJM6 — is feasible, this is not so with second-position modifier nouns 
(§4.2.1.2). There the total reversal of the constituent interrelationship brought about by a change in their 
arrangement, precludes their analysis as two different signs; a paradigmatic association of a- and (3- 
sequences is not meaningful in that case. 


Adjectives comprise the following subgroups: 

(a) Loan-adjectives of Greek origin. Various Greek morphologic types: -NOC, -POC, -IOC, “TOC, -KOC, -HC. 
Also exocentric (ANOMOC, 20M00YCI0C) and other two-ending Greek compounds (fiAPANOMOC, TAAAI- 
nwPOC). 


(b) Adjectives of Egyptian origin: prenominal agent nouns , non-analytic (A-vocalized) (hist, “conjunct 
participles’'): “JAN-, XACI-, 2AP<y-, na«jt-, MAI- as well as the analytic, productive agent nouns (really 
syntagms) in PEM-; AT“ “privative” syntagms 21 ; XAXE “inimical, hostile”. 


(c) 2AA0 “ old ”, “JMMO “ alien cbihn 


“ miserable ”, MEPIT “ beloved ”, nCTOYAAB “ holy ”. 


Documentation (representative; I am here illustrating the a paradigm): 

(a) (/// 41.2f.) 2EN«JAXE NEIPHNIKON, (49.2) NEYCMOT MnON’HPON, (78.6) nPUIME NANOMOC, (90.18) IIAEIUJT 
NAPA0OC, (154.15) 2ENOYUI4I NCAPKIKON, (IV 156.7) PUJME NEYCCBHC, (Ch. I2.19f.) OYXP0A... NANAHCAION, 
(14. Off.) OYPUJME MflNEYMATIKOC, (I38.52ff.) nNA NIM NAKA0APTON; 

(b) (/// 50.3f.) nCTNEIUJT NNA»T2HT, (57.7) TECHICHC NATKIM, (76.22) 2ENCNHY NATCBUJ, (70-1) NEIPUIME 
nxaxe, (189.23,30) nArrEAoc natna, {Ch. 27.4ff.) nmug npemtan20, (57.40ff.) matoi npehtuippi, (77.51f.) 

RPUIME MMAINOBE; 

(c) (III 103.7f., 142.5f.) nENEIUJT/NEnPECBYTEPOC N2AAO, (IV 172.16) OY2HT N«JMMO, (III 62.22) nCIP€M“ 
P-NOBE NEBIHN. 

4.2.2.1 Rection in 4 noun + adjective ’ syntagms: concord. As has long ago been noted 
and often restated since 22 , the Greek loan-adjectives have in Coptic partly kept their movability, alter¬ 
nating (extra- or sub-systemically in Coptic, though not of course in pre-Coptic Egyptian 23 ) in a condi¬ 
tioning set of animate (common gender, n-/T- -> -0C)/ inanimate (sexual or natural neuter, fl-/T- -ON). 
Since this has never, to my knowledge, been put to the test in an extensive and homogenous corpus, let 
me specify here the nuclei governing each of these concord alternants in the Shenoutean texts. Note: 
(1) The motivating element is the determinator of the nucleus, the initiator and prime nucleus of the ex¬ 
pansion concatenation. (2) The nucleus may be either singular or plural. (3) For the rection of personal 
pronouns and proper names, see below, §4.3; their expansion is appositive. (4) This concord rection oper¬ 
ates in adnominal at ributive adjectives. We need more evidence for predicative adjectives, namely ones 
expanding the predicate determinator in a Nominal Sentence pattern (‘OYfiONHPOC n€\ consider^ 131 6 88ro] 
NTK-OYCAPKIKON THPK), or N-marked adnexally modifying EIPE/O (consider CO NAPTON III 34.15f., AAK 
neaaxicton IV 41.9f., and teiaoht NC2IME CNTAnNOYTE AAC N«JMMO A 1 76, indicating that the rules are 
different in this adverbal status). (5) This concord is observable in instances of the postposed (a) adjective; 


21 Cf. Jernstedt 1967, Funk 1976b. 

22 Stern §169, Steindorff 1904:§172, Till 1928:§88f., Till §76, Gregorius 1981:199f. 

22 The very few movable Coptic adjectives (2AAO/UI, “IMMO/UI, CAI6/H, CABE/H) are better viewed as double-entry semi-ana- 
lyzable lexemes, rather than true concord alternants. 
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exx. of concord in the anteposed (P) adjective are too few to be conclusive (see below). (6) -HC is in¬ 
variable (animate only? HI 182.3, 221.4, IV 156.7). 

(a) ~0C: human beings and their parts ; some special faculties ; groupings : PWM€ (P€M- IV 3.20, PMN- 
III 220.15); C2IM6 (IV 28.20); CIUJT (IV 29.18); HJHPC, S€€P€ (III 173.14f., Ch. 169.31a.); CON (IV 32.21f., 
see obs. 1); matoi (Ch. 70.37ff.); ioyaai (Ch. 143.25f.); ppo (/F29.22f.); Apxujn (III 95.19); npOOHTHC 
(III 171.14); AIK A IOC (III 28.5). Note especially: CNOH (only in the cliche ‘CNOH nim naikaioc’, see obs. 2; 
III 166.18, 167.1 f., Ch. !74.54f., Thompson A CM); BAA (in the cliche ‘ BAAMflONHPOC ’, see obs. 5,IV 88.10, 
A 2 527); M€€Y€ (Ch. 78.1f., Wess. 9 134a 3ff.); cn€PMA (III 213.13f., Ch. 137.12f., 144.20f.; obs. 3); *YXH 
(Ch. 140.17ff., obs. 4); TCNOC (Ch. 102.9ff.); AAOC (P 131 s 21 vo); BIOC (A 2 368: NC6MNOC, cliche); TAMOC 
(IV 175.2f., obs. 6); 200Y, OYOEHB (only + NAPXAIOC, obs. 7; III 164.12f., A 2 22, 247). 

(b) -ON: inanimates ; abstracts (incl. infinitives ); plants , non-human animates: 2NO, CKCYOC (Ch. 193. 
34f.), 2UJB (IV 194.5), 2PC, TPOOH (Ch. 118.57f., IV 86.21, P 131 6 42 ro), CMOT (III 49.2), nNCYMA (Ch. 20. 
32ff.), AAIMLUN (P 131 s 56 N), ATAOON (III 114.27), MTON (IV 116.14), UJN2 (III 114.22f.), OYuny (Ch. 73. 
22f.,28f.), «JOXN€, cniBOYAH (Ch. 33.1 Of., Ill 89.23), MOKMCK (Wess. 9 131b 30f.), CUI (IV 86.22), CPHT 
(Ch. I35.17f.), AOroc, 9A*€ (III 63.20f., 148.16), CBU) (A 2 486), MNT-syntagms (III I55.16f., P 130 2 10 PA9, 
TCNMNTATCOOYN NCAPKIKON), ArAflH (Ch. 168.27f.), CYNHOCIA (III 49.2f.), BIOC (A 2 423, not Sh.), flPAIIC 
(Ch. 120.46IT., A I 163), XPCIA (IV 172.l2f.), POOY9 (III 100.25), 2An, NOMOC (Ch. 85.4f.,39f.), AOHCMOC 
(Ch. 77.46AT.), COCIT (Ch. I29.24f.), UlAH (Ch. 207.3ff, Sh.?), TKAC (Ch. 36.l9f.), SlUJNH (Ming. 318), CNTH 6 
(A 2 402), C06H (Teza 683). Note especially: baa (III 185.10, MnONHPON, obs. 5), cncPMA (III 208.12, 
MnONHPON, obs. 4, 8), OJUMA (III 106.4f., IV 190.10, 191.12, obs. 8), zujon (K 913, MnONHPON, obs. 8), 
*bhp (III 30.8f., obs. 9), 2HT (Wess. 9 172a 8f.). 

Observations: (I) Occurs once (IV 84.2) with -ON, perhaps to be taken as an ad-pattern modifier: 

CNcncYCiuiT ne h n€Y*siHP€ ayui tcymaay mntcycujnc h ncYCON ncapkikon. Compare in this status 

(N)KATACAPZ (IV 8l.2f., 159.13). 

(2) Only cnoh (nim) naikaioc, excerpt quotation from Mt. 23:35. 

(3) As against nNA, list (b). 

(4) For nccncPMA MnONHPON (///208.12) cf. Is. 1:4, 14:20, 57:3-4, also in A 2 122 necnePMA ... H MnONH¬ 
PON AYUJ NNOCIK 2inOPNH. 

(5) -OC is the consensus in the source of this excerpt quotation (Mt. 6:23, 20:15, Luc. 11:34); OYBAA 
MnONHPON (III 185.10) is an adaptation to the system of Shenoute. 

(6) Only in nrAMOC NCYMNOC (IV 175.2f.), a caique of aejxvoc; ydfj.o<;? Compare OYrAMOC NCCMNON (Bo- 
hairic, Acta Martyrum [edd. Balestri-Hyvernat] I 37.29), and see Drescher, Le Museon 82:92f. (1969): 
also BIOC NCCMNOC/NKOCMIKOC (A 2 368). 

(7) Only in N€0Y0€l«J/N€200Y NAPXAIOC “ past times ”, ” days of old ”. NAPXAIOC appears to be an in¬ 
variable modifier, “ of old ”, “ of yore ”, adverbal as well as adnominal 24 : (P 130 4 1 18 Kr) NAPXAIOC 
AYUJ ON TCNOY, (P 131 s 23 [OO]) €«JX€-MncnNOYT€ +CO CnKOCMOC NAPXAIOC, (Or. 166.42IT.) N0€ NTAHAAC 
NAPXAIOC; consider also III 19.14, 66.21, 203.17 and (A I 12) nNO 6 MnP04>HTHC ainnapxaioc. 

(8) Influence of Greek gender? 

(9) This would be difficult to explain without referring to Act. 10:14, where all Boh. MSS and Homer’s 
“ a ” (Bodl. Hunt. 345) have NANAfKAION (ANAnccON) for dvayxatou^. 


24 Cf. Brugmann, IF 27:233ff. (1910), for a comparative study of the nominative masc. sgl. Greek adjective in “ adverbial ” 
status (esp. p. 240ff.). Incidentally, apyatcx; does not occur (to the best of my knowledge) in this construction; however, we 
do find xap^atov (Schwyzer I 620, II 617f.). 
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(10) Fixed, “ imported complete ”, often technical, terms and collocations, with the original concord * 6 , 
include AHMOCION TPAMMA (77/23.22), TenAATUJNIKH AIAACKAAIA (A 7 15), TKA0OAIKH 6KKAHCIA {Thompson 
K 3 VO, III 61.If., Ch. 146.50f. etc., very common), TnAAAIA (AYUJ/MN-T-)KAINH AIA0HKH ( Ch . 175.32f., 
186.52ff., A 2 244, Duke 2 vo etc., very common); here we find the feminine form of Greek adjectives. 

(11) The feminine occurs also in collocations which are Coptic in construction, but are still caiques of 
Greek terminological and fixed cliches: (A 2 440, not Sh.) TAflOAAYCiC NCUIMATIKH, (BMCat. 77, No. 192 
cor) N€inAPO€NOC NC6MNH. Otherwise, the feminine occurs only in in substantives, like noPNH “ whore ” 
(the quoted OYC2IM6 MfiOPNH, 777 97.14, where formally a modifier, is in appositive role), TCAIH MnNlKH 
“ the beautiful spiritual (woman) ” (Teza 683). 

4.2.2.2 Definition of the opposition terms: unmarked (second-place-position adjectives) vs. 
marked (first-place-position adjectives). The paradigm of first-pi ace-privileged adjectives, ((3) is lexically 
and semasiologically much more restricted, and its functional value specifically definable: “ attribution + 
X ”, “ X ” being either (a) a detectable affective or emotive charge , or (b) a contrastively distinctive role 
(it is probable that (a) and (b) are but two aspects of one and the same semantic range; see n. 29). This 
characterization is unspecified (though not incompatible) with second-place (a)-adjectives. One is there¬ 
fore led to regard ((3)-adjectives as marked , and (a)-adjectives as unmarked members in a binary (privative) 
opposition: the first-place adjective is characterized, the second-place adjective, an uncharacterized or 
neutral term: “ banal ” attribution 26 . 

4.2.2.2.1 Constituency: position ((3). First and foremost in all groups (§4.2.2) are pejorative , 
degradatory or disapproving attributes 27 : noNHPOC, AKA0APTOC, TAAAinUJPOC, 2AIP6TIKOC, ACEBHC, ANO- 
MOC, HAPANOMOC, EAAXICTOC, AK6PAIOC, APTOC, EBIHN, XAX€, AACI2HT, P€MPNOB€, P6HKUJ2, ATNA, A0HT, 

atnoyte, yMMO; much less prevalent are non-pejorative ones (§4.2.2.2): ArAeoc, ATHOB€, P€Hujm»€-NOYT€ 

MAKAPIOC, XPHCTOC, C04>0C, M€PIT. 


4.2.2.2.2 Function (1): In the case of pejorative attributes 28 we are obviously faced with some 
attitudinal differentia specifica which, though hardly traceable formally in the context, is nevertheless 
inferable from the semasiological peculiarity of the adjectives themselves. This is, I believe, sufficient 
mark for some context-oriented property. Another, even more “ formal ”, is the frequent m-determi- 
nation 29 in this construction. Yet another, relative formal index may be the very high incidence of such 
indefinite or low-specificity semantic nuclei as PUJM€ (very frequent), 2UJB, 2NAAY/2NO, etc. The ((3)-ad- 
jective may have been marked also by a special stress or intonation contour. “ Affect ” is as good a cover- 
term for this as any 30 : (P 130 4 97 ro) T€HK€TAAAiriUJPOC m*yxh (sim. Ch, 186.7) / {Ch. 123.48ff.) TAKA- 


25 Gregorius 1981:201. 

26 Bergson’s term (1960:62-98), opposed to “emphatic” (logically or affectively). 

27 In the unmarked term (postposed adjective) the proportion of pejorative vs. non-pejorative attributes is decidedly different. 
Obviously, both the subject-matter and Shenoute’s stylistic temperament and predilections must be taken into account. All 
one can hope to establish is an inner consistency, a norm of usage proving the privileges of position to be more than whimsical 
variants. 

28 The usually pejorative (—) mine N- (“ kind of... ”) shares the marked (P) adjective paradigm: NIMINE NPUJME NAProc (Ch. 
62.3f.) / +MINE MMONAXOC (///92.10) / teimine NPUIME NA0HT (A 2 486), also Ill 82.7f., IV 42.3f., 47.24. Contrast this with the 
unmarked — nteimine (III 50.13, 110.19, 124.19f., 146.26, IV 59.7 etc.). Rare non-pejorative (neutral) instances, again with PUJME 
the semantic nucleus (this seems to be significant): (Ch. 98.44f.) TENMINE npwme / (A 2 398) 2ENKEMINE NPUIME. 

22 Polotsky 1957a:229 (~ CP 231). Observe that m- too, like (3-adjectives, is characterized both affectively and distinctively, 
30 Compare (among many other applications of this principle) Weil 1879:36ff. (“ 1’ordre pathetique ”); Gamillscheg 1930:15. 
25, 32 (affect including antithesis); Regula 1951:179, 18Id. (“ Affektsyntax ”); the “ emotive order ” in Firbas, Casopis pro mod. 
filologii 39:173 (1957); Jones 1977:63f. (“ the emotive principle ”); also Reiner 1968: 225-244, 256. Other terms for approximately 


the same factor are “ emphatic ”, 


“ subjective ”, “ impulsive ”, “ 


figured ” order or syntax. 
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0APTOC NCYNAruirH / (A 2 73) ni€AAXICTOC NPUJM6 (sim. fVess. 9 168b 13f.; — NZUJON III 47.15, — NAH 
ibid. 82.28, — N2NAAY A 2 507, etc.) / (IV 82.1) NK6APTOC NP(JUM€ / (Ch. 147-8) NIA0HT NPUJM6 / (A 2 412) 
D€B!HN N26AAHH (cf. CL Pr. 22 TNZ: riACBlHN NPUJM6, appositive: “I, the miserable”; cf. §4.3) / ( Rossi 
2/3 75) nONHPOC NIM NPUJM6 / ( Ch. 56.53f.) nATNA MMATOI / (A I 194) riATNOYT€ MMANIXAIOC / (P 131 s 
109 vo) 26 NAAX 6 NPWMC / (III 87.19) N€IAC€BHC NPUIM6. Additional exx.: Ch. 63.55f., 142.39ff„ 204.8ff., 
JVess. 9 149d 20f„ 154a 17f., A l 14 etc. 

Function (2), with non-pejorative attributes (rather unusual): (a) In distinctive, antithetic role: (IV 
127.25f.,29) nArAOOC npujm€, contrasting with nnONHPOC npujmc, nPUJM€ nxaxe in 11. 27, 28f., 30. 

(b) Stylistic motivation (?) in the chiastic arrangement of (A / 182-3) (fltUPA) NAniCTOC NATNOYT6 €BOA 
NNPMNNOYT6 MniCTOC (four-pole Contrast: AniCTOC: niCTOC/ATNOYT€: pmnnoytc). 

(c) Polite cliches (devaluation of function I): (III 15.14) riCNMAKAPfOC NCON “our late brother” / (II/ 
13.23 = 14.22) nP€H»Ma€-NOYT€ ncon / (III 25.8) nAMCPiT ncon (sim. Mun. 92) / (III 13.15) n€NM€PiT 
N6IUIT 6TCMAMAAT (sim. Mun. 95) / (III 32.4f.) OYM6PIT N4JBP; compare with (/K26.15) (yuine) noy^hpg 
MH€PIT % (ibid. 117.24) 2U1C-CON MM6PIT (but also NACNHY MM6PAT6, III 123.27f., probably appositive — M- 
the definite article?); perhaps also (III 147.16) 26NXPHCTOC NPUIM6 “worthy persons”, sim. ibid. 128.20f. 

(d) A bracketing role, with multiple nuclei: (III 106.1 If.) 2€NATNOB€ NAriOCTOAOC AYUl MnPO*HTHC. 

■ ■ 

(e) Unexplained is still (III 213.9f.) ncoooc MnPOOHTHC NCAB€ NPMN2HT (cod. A only) — which may be 
stylistically motivated, with middle placement of the semantic nucleus. 

Function (3) ? : Although several examples seem to indicate an inherent attribution value for position 
((3) attributes (nATNA MMATOI Ch. 56.53f.), vs. an incidental attribution value for the unmarked placement 
(N“ being the non-predicative counterpart of “0 N-), I have not been able to follow this lead through to 
achieve a comprehensive description. 

4.3 Determinative and appositive syntagms: suppletive neutralization for pronominal 

AND PROPER-NAME NUCLEI 

Proper names and personal pronouns, neither determinable, since both are extreme on the scale of 
specificity (the pronoun of maximal specificity and maximal phoric applicability, the proper name of maxi¬ 
mal specificity, minimal phoric applicability 31 ) are as a rule nuclei of an appositive attributive syntagm, 
i.e. are expanded by a 4 determinator (definite article) + adjective ’ syntagm and not by an N-marked 
modifier adjective or substantive 32 . Thus it is the satellite that carries the overt determination, when 
the nucleus does not. Here are some examples for this allosyntagm of the attribution syntagmeme: 

i 

Proper names (adjectives occupy here first or second-place positions; NO<5 always precedes the nu¬ 
cleus 33 ): CINOY0IOC ni€AAXICTOC (Mun. 92, 95, III 13.19, 14.15 etc.) / DAIKAIOC AB€A, flAIKAIOC NUI26 (P 
130 2 105 TMA) / AB€A flAIKAIOC (III 173.10, P 130 a 53 TIA, etc.) / riAlKAlOC HUB (Ch. 38.10f„ A 2 367, 478) 
/ flNO<S ABPA2AM (RE 10 162a 10) / HN06 NAPXAIT6AOC MIXAHA (Ch. 33.37ff.) / flN06 HMUIYCHC IHCOY 


31 See Kurylowicz 1960:182. The present writer is preparing a monographic study of the syntax of the proper name in 
Coptic. 

32 Cf. Callender J970:297f.: “ a proper noun cannot form part of an attribution but may form part of an apposition • 
(The modals “cannot”, “may” would be out of place in a descriptive statement. Callender uses “attribution” in a more 
restricted sense than I do; the construction in point, while syntactically appositive, is functionally still attributive.) 

4 

33 nNOd... NrABPlHA (A 2 376, collated) is a rare instance of an N-marked proper name semantic nucleus. Under certain 
contextual conditions, a proper name may be determinated: OYlOYAAC (NOYUIT), 2ANIOYAAC, NAIIOYAAC, in De Vis, Homelies copies 
de la Vaticane I 64f — the proper name is thus “ de-specifized ”, marked as appellative. 
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NAYH (Ch. 76.3ff.) / nMAlPUJM€ AIBEPIOC (Ch. 200.2f.) / nACEBHC CATANAC 34 (Ch. 148.14f.) / niANOMOC NA~ 
boyxoaonoccop (Ch. 49.171T.) / IUI2ANNHC nM€PiT (P 13i 6 23 n). With pronouns, the nucleus invariably 
precedes the appositive attribute: anon NlTAAAinuiPOC (A l 175, Ch. 99.2f., etc.) / ANOtc niEAAXicroc 
(A 1 16) / NTU1TN NATCBUJ, NTUJTN NP6HKPMPM (/// 144.1.16). (For the ‘pronoun + noun' apposition to 
a preceding personal pronoun, see §6.1.3.3.) Note that nNOYT€ usually behaves like a proper name 35 : 
riNOYTe nArAeoc (Ch. 13.31, A 1 154, etc.) / riNOYTe msANZTHH (A 2 178) / iinoyte nzAPiazHT (III 123.13) 

/ NB. flNOYTE nNAHT N5HAN2THH N2AP5S2HT nArAOOC (A / 87, uncollated) / nArAOOC IINOYTE NSBAN2THM 

(IV 34.7f.) / nwAiPUiNE ncuiTHP iinoyte (III 23.21). So too do nxoEic and of course Fc: nxoEic nArAeoc 
(A 2 287) / nxoeic ntSANTZTHH (A 1 103) / 1c n»AN2THH NNAHT (A I 105, uncollated). nACXA is apparently 
not considered a proper name: nKENOd MnACXA (Ch. 44.52f.). 


34 CATANAC is a common appellative in (Ch. 65.3 If.) nOYUiNS nc AT AN AC or else, like flNOYTC, part of a proper name with 
innate determination. 

35 Cf. nNOYTC naA€NG2 (Teza 684). (A 2 411) MH AAAO-nPUiM€ AN NATAeOC... AAAO _ n2NO NArAOON... AAAO~nNOYT€ ON 
NArAeoc AYUl nGH»HP€ NArAeoc (uncollated) may be a contrary example; others are (A 1 130) riNOYTG nnaht (uncollated) j (A 2 
3 76) nNOYTG MMC. 
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complementation: “sentence pronominalization " 

Non-phoric environment and neuter gender 

A concluding note: pronouns, conjugation bases and the typology of Coptic 


5.1 Coptic gender 

The observation of gender in Coptic 1 provides the occasion for a study in structural description with 
several interesting theoretical aspects, the more specific ones being those of environment (conditioning, 
rection) and neutralization, the more general and basic ones being gender exponence, option and selection, 
as well as the definition of a category in general. The relevance of this study to our examination of Coptic 
modifiers lies in its contribution to an understanding of the nucleus - satellite nominal/adnominal syn¬ 
tagmatics, in a classic illustration of the advantages of a structuralist approach to a difficult grammatical 
issue. 

5.1.1 Exponents; syntagmatics. It is well known that Coptic gender is syntagmatic and pro¬ 
nominal rather than lexematic or morphematic (Funk 1978a:li0): the article-pronoun or determinator 
is, insofar as it is marked for gender, the primary exponent or carrier of this category. The noun lexeme 
(a satellite expanding the article nucleus, see below) does not usually carry any intrinsic mark of gender. 
Of course, the question of concord does not yet arise here, within the 4 article noun ’ minimal noun syn- 
tagm, but only when this is further expanded, in cotext patterns involving other pronouns in cohesion 
with the article (§5. 1.1.1) 2 . The interdependence of the article and its expansion I see as one of mutual 
selection , i.e. the compatibility of a lexeme with either — or both 3 — of the two singular definite articles, 

1 Some conventional discussions of Coptic gender: Stern §§302, 487; Till §§75f., 79; Mallon-Malinine p. 44ff. 

2 Meillet (“ Le genre grammatical ”, 1919, in Linguistique historique et linguistique generate p. 206) calls these movable 
pronouns “ debris de genre English, he says, 44 a profite de la destruction totale de la fin de mot oil figurait la marque du genre 
pour ^carter une distinction inutile The 44 usefulness ” of any grammatical distinction may be arguable, but in Coptic — and. 
in a different way, in English — the pronouns have proved staunch custodians of the historic category. 

3 Fodor’s general definition of gender (1959) as 44 the concord between a variable and an invariable ” is hardly applicable 

- 141 - 
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fl*% T-. The question of “ where ” the gender is, is not one of descriptive relevance; the article is the 
concord motivant. The general thesis of the so-called inherence of grammatical (i.e. signifie- less) gender 
in the lexeme itself 4 is therefore nowhere put to the test in Coptic. The few instances of “ nomen mobile ”, 
the sex-referable residue of a pre-Coptic system (CON: CUJN€, 2AA0: zaauj, «iHPe: “i€€P€, see §4.0.1), syn- 
chronically only semi-morphological and unproductive, — as also are the lexical pairs (6IUJT: MAAY, 
PUJM6: C2IM€) — are not really marked for gender, but stand in semasiological-paradigmatic opposition, 
which must grammatically be related to the same pronoun-compatibility or mutual selection. 

5.1,1.0.1 Determinators. It is the articles or gender-characterized determinators that carry the 
gender mark for the minimal noun syntagm. This is by no means a novel observation or one peculiar 
to Coptic 5 , but it is certainly not banal or trivial, since it opens our eyes to a crucial fact, namely the 
nuclear status of the article in the noun syntagm, with the noun lexeme its satellite (expansion). This 
analytic statement, although by no means communis opinio as far as general and European linguistics is 
concerned, is upheld by some eminent syntacticians 6 , and constitutes in fact the major and most note¬ 
worthy contribution of Jemstedt’s study of Coptic determination (1949) 7 . To be exact, he asserts this 
of the indefinite articles, pointing to a subordination relationship between them and their nouns not un¬ 
like that between a noun and its attribute: “ one (of the category...) see Jernstedt 1949 passim , esp. 
§§10,14, 18, 20ff., 25. The same is true, however, of all determinators 8 : the article is the prime nucleus, 
the initial boundary signal and beginning of the concatenation of adnominal modification (Ch. 4). In¬ 
dications that this analysis is correct abound in many constructions involving the noun syntagm, a model 

n- 

of which (after Frei 1965:44f.) would be OY- \ It is the determinators that establish 

0- PUJM€ 


here, where we have two lists, a very short one (a) of determinators (n-, T-) and a much longer one (b) of noun lexemes, with 
a member from (b) compatible and coupled with either one or both members of (a). It is possible to describe this in terms 
of presupposition — a given member of (a) presupposing a certain member of (b), or vice versa — i.e. as determination or rection 
(Bazell 1949 

4 Cf. Hamp, Archiv Orientalni 40 (1972) 344 (on Western Iranian dialects): “The gender is inherent in the noun and 
is transplanted to pronominals... by a simple but far-reaching concord rule”; cf. also Damourette-Pichon §303: “L’article 
regoit la sexuisemblance et ne la confere pas... elle leur [i.e. to substantives] est donnee en dehors de lui par facte mental, qui con- 
goit la substantiality ”. Jernstedt, whose study of Coptic gender-determination phenomena is by far the most penetrating, says 

4 

(1949:§4): “Gender is a lexical characteristic of the noun” — with which it is difficult to differ; but when he claims (ibid.) 
to know that the determinator “ agrees in gender with the determined noun ”, he risks circularity, for the gender of the determinated 
noun is made manifest only by, and in, the determinator. Moreover, when he says (§25) that the article “ overrules the inherent 
gender of the noun ”, he is again begging the question. Generally speaking, the major flaw in Jernstedt's discussion lies in its 
overemphasis of the mentalistic and dynamic aspects of concord phenomena, this making many of his statements (esp. in §§I3, 19) 
hard to accept. I also disagree with his assertion (§23) that the lexeme embodies both (abstract) property and (concrete) substance; 
it contains neither, except as a potentiality realized and resolved in syntagm with the actualisateur pronoun. 

6 See, for instance, Bally 1950:§139, Dubois 1965:56 (the article opposition “met en evidence la marque du genre”). 

In Gaelic bardic-grammatical terminology, innsgne covers both “ gender ”, “ person ” and “ pronoun-article ” (O'Cuiv, Transact. 
Philol. Soc. 1965:152, Adams, FL 4:160 [1970]). Cf. Kurylowicz 1964:210f., Kern 1888:100, I03n., and, the earliest instance 
to my knowledge of this approach, the Stoic definition of the article (Diocles ap. Schmidt 1839:39) 5p0pov eaxt <jxoixdov Xoyou 
TTT&mx&v xa xcov ovojxaxcov xal xoug api&jjioug ”; see too Robins 1951:31. 

8 See Seiler 1960:12ff.; Frei 1956:163-5, idem 1968:§3.2.3.l, 3.3.2.); Barri I975a:75-83. We find this idea expressed 
by Guillaume as early asl919 (p. 25), though in a somewhat different sense: “ L'article est quelque chose qui 4 emploie ' le 
nom ”. 

7 The same view is held by Schenkel 1966:129. See also (for Egyptian) Edel, BiOr 25 (1968) 36. This has an immediate 
bearing on the morphology :syntax “levelling” issue: the “word-internal ” interdependence between article and noun is only 
juncturally different from that between the two-word nucleus and satellite (cf. Hjelmslev, Prolegomena 26). Incidentally, the 
distinction between syntactic and semantic nucleus is as valid for noun-syntagm analysis as it is for the ‘NS ~b expansion' one 

(§4.1). 

8 Probably also of other prefixed morphs in the minimal syntagm, like at- and mnt- (Funk 1978a: 116); the izafet depend¬ 
ence is synchronic in Coptic too ( pace Nagel 1980:89f.). 
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the class status (“ nominal ” syntax) for the whole syntagm; it is to them that anaphoric reference is 
made 9 . This analysis conforms to the basic non-predicative syntagmatic sequence in Coptic: nucleus -> 
satellite. Only thus can we account (and account elegantly) for instances of apparent inconsistency 10 . 
like nCYAAABH “ the (book) of the syllable, syllabary ” (BL Or. 8800 4 vo.) 11 ; n<JOM thph “ he who is all 
power” (RE 10 161a 27f.); nMOi2€ thph “ he who is all wonder” (ibid. 28); nMOl2€ (ibid, 163a 33) 12 ; 
riM€ MAYAAH (Ch. 59.20f.) 13 “ he who alone is of truth ”. This seems to prove that (a) it is not the lexeme 
which selects the gender; (b) the determinator/noun dependence is a mutual one of compatibility , rather 
than of rection: M0I2€ can in principle expand both “ masculine” and “feminine” determinator pro¬ 
nouns, just (from the point of view of syntagmatic compatibility) as 2M2AA or 6BIHN can, and with pre¬ 
cisely the same internal relationship. The same, of course, applies to the indefinite determinators, which, 
however, are either unmarked or indirectly marked for gender (see below): OYMOI26 n€ nNOYT€ “ A won¬ 
drous one is God ” (P 130 2 46 ck) / OYM€ n€ nNOYT€ ayuj OYM€ ne n€NAO€lc (P I30 5 22 4>N) / the common 
2€NMNT- “ phenomena characterized by the quality of... ” (e.g. Ill 206.1-5) / 2€NCAPI N€UU 2I2TO (P 130 2 
86 ro, not Sh.?) “ (persons) characterized by ass and horse-flesh ”, and so on. Although it is true that 
the above are isolated, rare instances — lexemes have their “ usual ” (i.e. statistically prevalent) compati¬ 
bilities with either n- or T-, hence “ are ” masculine or feminine —■, it is important to remember that the 
rarer compatibility is an open possibility l4 , a productive procedure. 

Paradigmatically, I would suggest the following scheme as the structured inventory of the main de- 
terminators, all quintessentially nuclear, expandable by noun lexemes 15 : 


determinators proper 


quantifiers 

n-T-/n- 

“the-” 

K€~ 

“ other- ” 

OY m -/OY f -/Z€N- 

“a-” 

OY m- /OY f - 

“ one- ” 

0 - 

— NIM 

u _ 

"all " 

0- ... NIM 

“ any, every- ” (discontinuous) 


Observations : n-/T-//N- — masc. sgl./fem. sgl./masc. + fern. pi. — represent the whole demonstra¬ 
tive and possessive series. 

9 See below §5.2.1, and §3.1.1.1.0.1. The Nominal Sentence is a striking case in which the advantages of this conception 
are clear, it being really a pronominal predication pattern: OY-/n- + ne. This analysis, as Jernstedt himself points out, would 
account for syntagms like (a) OY-/2€N-T€lMiN€ (A 2 417, 421 [not Sh.], RE 11 16a 10), an instance of hyperdetermination, where 
Tei-, in commutation with the bare noun, expands the indefinite articles; (b) 26NTKAC N€ 2J6UJNT 2in€iPACMOC (A 2 435, not Sh.), 
n€MKA2 N2HT 2IAYI1H 2IAWA20M (A 1 77), (ttPUJUJT M)nO€IK 2I20€IT€ (/// 205.23f.). Note 2€NMOI2€ €XNMOI2€ N€ N€M2BHY€ (Cat. 
43.29) “ His works constitute wonder upon wonder ” — for MO€l2e exNMO€l2€, here expanding 2€N~, see §1.2.1.1; the articles here 
bracket 21-coordinated, zero-determinated nouns (see Polotsky 1957a :233f. = CP 233). (Incidentally, in BM 991 ro - BMCat. 
411, collated) we find the remarkable nciAoroc fiAN9HP€... an mayaay ne ayui aeepe.) 

10 One suspects that a misunderstanding of the true nature of the article-noun relationship underlies “ fluctuating gender ” 
in Crum’s Dictionary (e.g. in Moei2€, »nHP€, <$OON€), and also the so-called “ overrule ” of the “ inherent gender ” by the article 
(Jernstedt 1949:§25). See further instances in Kahle 1954:250 (sub b); TnA<»€ Luc. 5:36 (Palau Rib. ed. Quecke, see Browne 
1979b:201); nTAAEnuiPiA in (Boh.) Ps. 11:6, 13:3, 39:3; Rom. 3:16, must be accounted for differently. 

11 Shisha-Halevy 1976a :33. The translation in Enchoria 5 (1975) 98 should be modified accordingly. 

12 Cf. fl€“mHP€ Dan. 9:4 (and other exx. in Crum 581a). 

13 Cf. nM€ Apoc. 3:7, 19:11. Again, these cases may be viewed as instances of hyperdetermination (definite article before 
zero-determination). 

14 There may be a connection between the compatibility of a lexeme with both masculine and feminine articles and its oc¬ 
currence as zero-determined predicate in a Nominal Sentence (see Ch. 4, n. 7). 

15 It is amazing that a hundred years after Stern’s Grammatik we have no adequate account of noun determination in Coptic. 
(Kramsky’s facts [1972:89] are either over-simplified or inaccurate; so, for that matter, are his Greek and Celtic systems. This 
is of course a constant danger in this genre of linguistic reporting, and yet the difference in the quality of the information given 
by modern typologists and that found in nineteenth-century studies such as Steinthal-Misteli is truly staggering.) I see the 
major obstacle here in the too narrow patterning, the scrutiny of the noun syntagm alone — at best with some offhand con¬ 
textual consideration — in an attempt to isolate the function of what is a macrosyntactically operative element par excellence. 
See Nagel 1980:77f., Layton 1981:261 for recent brief expositions. 
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OY-: in a juncturally different way, all numbers are pronominal nuclei of their noun syntagm. 

K€-: the plural of K€OYA is 26NKOOY6, just as that of OYA is 20IN€; cf. IV 88. If. 

0-: see below, §5.2.0.1. It is not strictly true (Layton 1981:261) that zero and oy- share the same priv¬ 
ileges of occurrence: OY- (not 2€N-) is excluded before K6-, 0- isn’t; 0- is compatible as immediate 
expansion of the durative verbal predicate, OY- is not. 

— NIM, 0“ NIM: (discontinuous): nim, like zero determination, suppresses (overrules) the gender-number 
category, and is accordingly incompatible with gender-number-explicit determinators 16 . As a rule, though 
with not infrequent deviations, — NIM expresses universal, 0- NIM distributive , THP- (§6.1.1) integral 
totality 17 . 

5.1.1.1 Phorics and concord. When the minimal noun syntagm is in any way expanded or in¬ 
cluded, there may arise the occasion of a cohesive secondary exponent of gender, usually in the form of 
an amalgamate person-gender-number pronoun — third-person -N-/-C-/-0Y- — but also by a non-personal 
demonstrative, by 0YA/0Y€l/20lN€ 18 , or, more rarely, zero l9 . This linear reference may be either resuming, 
anaphoric (§5.2.1) to a determinator 20 , or assuming, cataphoric (§5.2.2) 21 . In either case, but especially 
in the former, concord ruling between the referent (pronoun) and referate (determinator) constitutes an 
important feature, a junctural link (§6.0.2) in the cotext pattern: concord exists here in the sense of rection 
only in the ultra-noun-syntagm extent: 


(a) 

n- 

motivates (governs) 

masc. + sgl. 


T- 


99 

fern. + sgl. 


N- 


99 

(masc. + fern.) + pi. 

(b) 

OY ra - 

ff 

99 

masc. + sgl. 


OY f - 

9 9 

99 

fern, -f- sgl. 


2€N- 

% % 

9 9 

(masc. -f- fern.) -f pi. 

(c) 

0 - 

99 

99 

.. 1 

> 

suppression of the 


0- NIM 

99 

gender-number 


0 KE- 

99 

” 1 

distinction (§5.2) 


(a) In the case of the gender-explicit referate, the concord is resolute and comparatively straightforward: 


‘ n <+ pium€ .-M- ’ (etc.) 

l_t 

(b) With OY- we have a superficial syncretism-neutralization of OYA/OYEl in the nuclear syntagm (Jern- 
stedt 1949:§§4, 13) to be resolved in the sequence 22 . 

16 See Quecke 1979:447. I know of two Sah. instances of NIM in compatibility with non-zero determinators: OYZOOYT NIM 
(Ex. 12:48 Bodmer) and riBAPOC nim (NHC VII 11.10) — insufficient evidence to modify the above structure (more Boh. exx. 
in Crum 225b). 

17 See Brondal 1943:25ff. 

18 See Jernstedt 1949:§2, v. Lemm 1972a:12f. (1899). 

19 See §5.2.1.5 and §§3.1.1.1.0.1, 6.0.2 (delimitations) for zero resumptions. 

20 Two typologically important points of consideration are the redundance of gender signals in the noun syntagm (cf. 
Dubois 1965:64ff.). comparatively low in Coptic, and the cohesive value of the respective resumptions (ibid. 87f.). 

21 See Dressler I973:§I2.4. pp. 20ff„ 57, with further literature on “phorics” in general; also Palek (1968), Halliday- 
Hasan (1976) for English. The cataphoric direction of reference is called by Guillaume (1919:224f.) “ extension anaphoric pro¬ 
spective ”. 

22 A nice question is, what motivates the gender when the OY-determinated noun syntagm is the predicate of a Nominal 
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(c) It is pre-eminently in patterns with the zero-determination referate that one observes the masc. ~ fern, 
fluctuation, indicating a neutralization which I propose to call “neuter gender” (§§5.2.0.1, 5.2.1). 

5.1.2 Categorial structure. 1 suggest the following categorial mode! (after Kurylowicz 
1964: Ch. 1 §10 and Brondal 1943:15fT.) as a convenient summary diagram for displaying the paradig¬ 
matic (role) relationship within this category: 


(neuter gender: masc. ~ fern. ~ plur. fluctuation) 

0 



UNMARKED 

(masc. sgl.) 


COMPLEX 

(plural, common gender) 


Observations : (a) The masculine:feminine opposition in Coptic is really equipollent , but some of 
its former characteristics of privative opposition still survive (§5.2). 

(b) -I-, t- and ANOK represent the one case where the animate class overrules the category of gender; else¬ 
where, the inverse is true: animate-inanimate is a transsecting distinction in Coptic. 


5.2 Gender neutralization environment: neuter gender 


It is mainly in two phoric patterns — the anaphora to a zero article (0-, 0- HIM, 0-K6-) and the ca¬ 
taphora to a verbal nominalization, content clause, adnexal complementation etc. — that a masc./fern, 
neutralization takes place. This I now propose to define as a neuter gender archimorpheme 23 neu¬ 
tralization, as defir ?d by Trubetzkoy: replacement of a feature (in our case, gender) by zero in a given 
environment. Needless to say, the neutralization takes place in the expansion, not in the nominal nucleus 
itself. This neutralization is in favour of the masculine term of the opposition, that is to say, no zero- 
determinated noun with masculine-article compatibility is resumed by a feminine pronoun, whereas 
the contrary is true (exx. below). Thus the masculine reveals itself as the unmarked term or node in a 


Sentence with the gender-explicit T€ the pronominal subject. In §12, Jernstedt (1949) suggests that T€ is the motivant; in §10 
his analysis hints at the following descriptive order: (1) T€ resolves OY-, (2) OY- motivates the sequence (€)C-; in §25 he states 
explicitly that “ OY- 4 underlies ’ the concord and overrules the gender ”. 

23 Naturally, taking the term not in its usual morphologic Indo-European-oriented sense, but as a descriptive designation 
of a syntagmatic-paradigmatic phenomenon. Some delving into the original purport and tortuous terminological history of 
44 neuter” may here prove rewarding: Protagoras’ oxeur), the Stoics’ ou$£repov, Aristotle’s ( 4t indifferent ”, acc. to H. M. 

Hoenigswald, 44 Media, Neutrum u. Zirkumflex ”, in Festschrift A. Debrunner , Bern 1954, 209-212) — see Robins 1951:22. The 
connection between neuter gender and masc./fern, neutralization is not unknown outside Coptic, notably in Rumanian (with a 
complementary distribution, masc. in the sgl. and fern, in the pi., see Rosetti, 44 Sur la categorie du neutre ”, Proc . 9th Intern. 
Congr. Ling., 1964, 779ff., criticised by R. H. Hall, Word 21:421ff. (1965]). One ought however to make a distinction between 
the diachronic issue — the transition from a morphologic 3-gender to a 2-gender system — and the purely synchronic one. 
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privative opposition of gender 


24 


This is fully in agreement with pre-Coptic morphology. This zero 


or “neuter” node of the categorial structure is realized through “ flottement ”, a fluctuation between 
masc. and fern, of which the signifie d gender indifference, “ neither ” gender, Ungeschlechtigkeit — not 
to be confused with the complex node, common gender, conflating both masculine and feminine. The 
apparent choice between masc. and fern, resumption is but a false option, since it does not entail a cor¬ 
responding change on the plan du contenu — insofar as one can judge by contextual information. 

Without enlarging on the semantics of the zero article, the referate of this neutralization, one cannot 
but note that its deindmdualizing effect 25 corresponds, as far as gender is concerned, to an ageneric (as 
well as anumeric) functional standing of the noun syntagm: a negation of all noun categories, pronominally 
and adnominally manifested in Coptic. 


5.2.0.1 Synopsis of reference cotext patterns 


Cataphoric 

Anaphoric 

infin. „ ** x 

-H ~ C -► €(TP€)- 

prep. 

r r circ. conv. 

(the pron.: object expansion) 

§5.2.2.1 f. 

4 0-Noun fem - -> -h ~ c ~ oy ’ 

§5.2.1.1 

A€~ 

# H ~ C + conj. form -> €(TP€)- # 

conjunctive 

(the pron.: gramm. subject) 

§5.2.2.1 f. 

* 0-Noun fem - + NIM -> M ~ C ~ OY " 

§5.2.1.2 

# ov-Noun -> n€ -> 

§5.2.2.2.1 

*€" # 

€(TP€)- 

‘ 0-K€-Noun fem ' -> 4 ~ C ~ OY ’ 

§5.2.1.3 

4 rui ~> 

§5.2.2.2.2 

*€-’ 

€TP€- 

) 

9 

‘ 0-Noun masc - / 0-Noun ma * c - + him /0-K€-Noun D “ K - 

M ~ OY ’ 

§5.2.1.4 


24 In French too we observe the neutric use of the masculine, unmarked term of a privative opposition (Dubois 1965:52, 
57; see S. Lampach, 44 La relation des genres dans le systeme de pronoms de la 3e personne en frangais Word 12:51ff. 11956]; 
S. A. Schane, “ The Notion of Markedness and its Morphosyntactic Consequences ”, Proc. 10th Intern. Congr. Ling . II, 757ff.; 
critically, C. E. Bazell, 44 The Correspondence Fallacy in Structural Linguistics ”, in E. P. Hamp et al.. Readings in Linguistics II, 
Chicago 1966, p. 276ff.). In Coptic the unmarkedness of the masc. gender is semasiologic rather than morphologic: “ masculine 
gender ” means 44 masc. -f indifferent ”, while 44 feminine gender ” means 44 feminine ”, Feminine-oriented gender neutralization 
does occur in Coptic: a well-known instance is €IC2HHT€ 44 behold ”, where the feminine, originally anaphoric, synchronically — 
f at all analyzable — cataphoric, is normal, although both masc. and pi. marked alternants are frequent. Crum has an im- 
ipressive collection of exx. for T€ as an “invariable” subject or occasionally copula in Nominal Sentence patterns (391b): these 
must be further examined and classified before they can be appreciated. On the whole, however, it is the masculine that is the 
“freezing” gender: beside the phoric cases discussed here, consider the particles 2UUUH, NTOH (originally phoric too - §§6.1. 2.3, 
6.1.3.4 - synchronically 44 phoric” in a macrosyntactic sense, back to a preceding context). 

25 See Guillaume 1919:62, 233ff., 241f., 303f.; Dubois 1965:l49ff. (“ L’absence de tout referent supprime toute forme d’ac- 
tualisation ”), 154f. (the absence of the article suppresses and negates the existence of the noun syntagm, giving the noun ad- 
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5 . 2.1 Cotext patterns: anaphoric reference to a zero article 

5 . 2 . 1 . 1 Referate: 0-Noun fem ; Referent (a): masculine singular (always 3rd person; all referents 
actor-expressions in adnominal circumstantial forms) 26 : (///205.17f.) ArAnH ... ehahk eboa / (87.2) KAI€ 
(EMPHT / (93.10) CBUJ NAME EMAHK €BOA / (195.2ff.) MNTXAAE EHP-NOHPE / (IV 1 54.22) ETflUJ EM20P9 / (Ch 
144.1 Of.) EKIBE EMO Mnvproc / (A 2 242) 2EAI1IC €H«I0Y€1T / (289) niTE 6HXOAK H EH2HK / (Wess. 9 141d 6f.) 
CBUJ EMdOOME / (Or. 160.4f.) 2HAONH EH200Y / (P 130 2 f.6, nZ~nH) CYNAfUirH EHP-*PUJ2 £HCO“JM. 

Referent (b): feminine singular (actor-expression, object expansion of adnominal constructions; 
reflexive object in adverbal modification): (III 76.6f.) OYNC2IME ON ENEMnOYPujpnp-NOEiK €POC N€CNAn€i6. 
AN ne / (IV 15.8f.) MNCHME NA6M-<S0M EflOONEC €BOA... / (Or. I53.8f.) OYNC2IME E«fAC6UJ9T... / (159.5If.) 
OYNC2IME ... €CP20Y€P-n€TNAN0YH / (160.47ff.) OYNC2IME ECnOPNEYE... 

Obviously, this evidence 27 , which is quantitatively weaker than that for the masc. referent, raises 
the possibility that in fact the masculine is the normal anaphoric referent in this case. Moreover, one 
cannot gainsay the possible argument that in cases of 0-C2IME sex may be overruling gender (in Shenoute I 
do not recall any instance of 0-C2IME with a masc. anaphora). 

Referent (c): plural (actor-expression or object expansion, possessor in adnominal constructions): 

(Or. I60.50ff.) OYNC2IME ON OY MONON XE-NCE+-AAAY NAY AN ... AAAA NKE2ICE ON MF1EC2AI, n€TO NNOEIK 
EPOC £yJAC«JM“JHTH N2HTOY “ There are women who not only do not receive anything, but even serve 
those who commit adultery with them, with the products of their husbands’ toil note the progressive 
transition from plur. to fern, sgl.; the inverse is evident in (P I30 2 5-6 nz-nH) OYNCYNArturH ON CHP-6PUJ2... 
AYUJ EYHI 2A2EN0AI4UC... OYNCYNAHUrH ON EHCO^M... EY9UJ0Y2. 

5 . 2 . 1.2 Referate: 0-Noun fem - + nim; Referent (a): masculine singular ; no exx. in Shenoute 28 . 
Referent (b): feminine singular (possessor in adnominal circumstantial construction or Nominal 

Sentence): ( Wess. 9 132a 4f.) cbui nim emntac mmay ntcooia NTnc / (Zoega 603.18) rcNcac nim TEC2AE 

RE flTAKO. 

Referent (c): plural 29 (object-resumption of the extraposed zero-determinated noun): (Thompson 

H 3 TO) CAPI NIM CENAAOKPOY. 


jectival status and affiliating it to the verb syntagm: “ une tarte maison ”, “ il est medecin ”). See too Tobler 1908: 8IfT., 
1894:96-112, Kramsky 1972:23. Note that the zero-form of the Coptic lexeme does not show the 4 lexemic plural * (eum : -zbhy€), 
which seems in fact to have a concretizing/individualizing value. 

M See Jelanskaja 1965:108, 1967, where she places the phenomenon in its right context, the ageneric function of 
zero-determination. Jelanskaja was the first to interpret this remarkable construction correctly (see also Crum 1926 I 189 n. 1, 
250). As a rule, editors have either emended (so occasionally, though not always, Leipoldt) or ignored the masc. readings 
without further deliberation. Some non-Shenoutean exx. on my files: Deut. (Budge) 22:11 (2BCUI), 25:14 (oin€), Joh. 15:13 
(ArAnH), Tit. 2:3 (CBUJ), Sir. 36:29 (C2IM€), Clem. 26.1 (Schmidt, Akhm. mcnc), Apoc. El. 7.10 (Steindorff, Akhm., C€€T€); 
Crum, Short Texts 189 (6O0YNE), 289 (ArAnH), BMCat. 511 f. 1 (Fay., IUI+) ; Chassinat, Papyrus medical 48, 73, 159 (NOYNG, 
BNNC, AP+M6CIC); Wess. 18 5.20 (BNN€), Zoega 629f. (KAPOEIA, BAyfOYSi, KUIKKOTAONH); NHC 11 128.19f. (Layton, BASP 
14:72f., 1977: BOHOEIA), VII 74.18f. (TEXNH); Crum-Steindorff, Rechtsurkunden 92.35 (GOYCIA), 10.32 (nPACic); Till, Osterbrief 
(Akhm.) A 80 (20MIAIA), B III 4 (2PHP6). Deut. 22:5 (Budge) “ CK€YH... enA-ne” raises an interesting question: are we to read 
here ctxeoy) (fern, sgl.) or oxeut) (neut. pi. — so apparently understood by Rahlfs, Swete, also Hatch-Redpath)? The former 
seems preferable: the uniqueness of the Coptic adnominal construction here as regards gender must be weighed against the 
difficulty of assuming a Greek construction (neut. pi. -f- sgl. verb) with a Greek plural noun in the Coptic text. 

27 Also uncommon outside Shenoute: Allberry, Man. Psalm Book 151.18 (Subakhm., KN2€). 

28 This is a provisional and probably erroneous statement, to judge by the ample non-Shenoutean evidence: Lev. 7:21 
(BOT€), Act. 23:1 (CYN6IAHC1C), Tit. 2:10 (rilCTiC), Athanasius (Lefort) 2.23 (CMH), Besa (Kuhn) 35.15 (€lon€), Pachom (Lefort) 
55.24f. (4»YXH); Polotsky, Kephalaia (Subakhm.) 84.27f. (CAP5), 139.2AF. (6AM), 150.26 (ANArKH); Crum, Epiphanius l!0.8f., 247.11 
(APETH); Budge, Homilies 88.6 (21H); NHC VII 91.23 (rNUJMH); Crum-Steindorff, Rechtsurkunden 23.10 (nP02AiP€CiC), 75.53 (60M), 
82.37 (4»YXH, EIOYCIA), 104.42f. (GEOYCIA). 

22 Outside Shenoute: Lev. 21:11 (o»yxh)), 23:29 (^YXH), Jud. 21:11 (C2IM6). See Stern §486. 1 cannot find a correlation 
between the number of the referent and the kind of totality expressed by nim. On the other hand, NIM in the quantifier para¬ 
digm is usually expanded by the adnominal circumstantial, not the relative (Shisha-Halevy 1972:I05f.). 
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5.2.1.3 Referate: 0-K£(d£)-Noun fcm - (usually after OYN-, MN-); Referent (a): masculine singular 
(actor-expression in adnominal constructions) 30 : (/// 92.6f.) MNdEANOMiA ehzooy / ( Ch. 125.38ff.) MMN- 
d€2€AniC N2UIB NAfAOON X£-NH«J00n MAC AN / ( Rossi 2/3 12) KEdNMhSE EMO HH06. 

Referent (b): feminine singular (actor expression in adnominal circumstantial): (Cat. 42.26f.) K£- 

MNTMNTPE ECN20T AYUJ €CO NNOd £n£20Y0. 

Referent (c) : plural (actor expression or object in adnom. constructions; for adnominal X£-clauses 
see §7.4): (A l 215) OYNKEEKKAHCIA €AYP-nAI / (A 2 33) MH 0YN«£»AIP£ X£-MnOYnOPXOY / ( Ryl . Cat . p. 31 
No. 67) MNd€nAPA4>YCIC A€”MnSAAY / (P 130 5 15 ro) H 0YNK£rPA4>H XE-MnCNCUJTM EPOOY. 

5.2.1.4 Referates: G-Noun™ 50 , 0-Noun masc + nim, 0-K£-Noun masc - ; Referents: mas¬ 
culine singular ; plural. The masculine referent per se is not as significant as is the absence of a feminine 
variant i.e. the absence of fluctuation. This definitely means that the neutralization is masculine-oriented. 
Where it not for the (scant) evidence of feminine variants and the cataphoric referents (see below), one 
could conclude that the masculine term is the sole exponent of neuter gender. The exemplification is 
selective: 

(1) 0-Noun masc : (A 2 16) PUJME MnONHPOC EMnHT NCAPUJME MnONHPOC / (IV 85.6) 2N0 EHNAOYOMM / (P 
130 5 95 vo) fU2P£... £MXI~2MX / (A 1 11) MATOI ENANOYH / (IV 17.9f.) PUJME EOYNTC-NEC2IOOYE NBUJK 
E20YN «UPOOY / (A I 226) 0YN9HP€ «JHM E^AY^ONH ... OYN9HPE AE ON «JHM tiJAYKAHPONOMEI. 

(2) 0-Noun masc + NIM: (IV 73.8f.) liJUJNE NIM NT6I2E EHOYON2 €BOA / (Ch. 161.19ff.) PUJME NIM ETEPEIC 
NAOYO^HOY 2APATH. 

(3) 0-K€-Noun masc : (III 201.16) KE2UJB CAPAAM NTEUin MMOM AN XE'OYNOBE fl£ / (Ch. 21.3ff.) K€2NO 
£9AKP-nOA€MOC N2HTH / (P 130 5 59 Vo) MMNdEOCE AYUI MMN6EMKA2 N2HT EMO NNOd.../ (BMCat. 81, No. 196) 
MN6E2UJB XE-NMAHK AN EBOA N2HTOY THPOY. 

5.2.1.5 Some remarkable anaphoric constructions 

(a) Anaphora to a non-specific referate — either the preceding context comprehensively or any un- 
boundable component thereof: Referents: feminine singular: mnncuic ‘'thereafter” (IV 200.21, Ch. 
18.24f. etc.), NCXI EPOl AN “this does not concern me” (A 1 52), -2E EPOC “ discover this, arrive at this 
conclusion ” (IV 64.18f., Ch. 12.6, A I 135.6). Note that these cases are easily mistaken for non-phoric\ 
the pronouns, however, are invariably referents in a linear sense. 

(b) Anaphora to an extra-(pre-)posed, topicalized verbal (“ preinclusion ”) nominalization. Ref¬ 
erents: masculine! conditioned feminine I zero (see §2.7.1.4.2 for further exx.): (A I 199) EBUJK MEN EN- 

TOnOC NMMAPTYPOC €«JAHA €UI» £*AAA£I ETBBOK EMI-TEflPOOPOPA ... NANOYM; EXUJ AC EOYUJM ECU! ECUJBE, 
MAAAON AE CnOPNCYC AYUJ C2TB‘PUJMC... OYANOMIA T€ / (A 2 443, not Sh.) 20TCI AE X£-nC20Y0 Mn£NUJN2... 
CyAYKATOPOOY MMOM 2ITNTCinAPA0HPHCIC NTEIMINE, OYON NIM COOYN MnAI / (A I 405-6) EXOOC AE AE... 
EEIME enAI OYATdOM nE / (IV 64.15f.) EAOOC AE AE“HA» N2C H NIM n£NTAM«JOXN£... CMMNPUJME COOYN 

(sim. Wess. 9 148b 16ff.). 

(c) The case of anaphoric-cataphoric concord “conflict”: see §5.2.2.3.3. 

5.2.2 “Sentence pronominalization ”: cataphoric reference to a verbal nominalization, 

“ THAT ’’-CLAUSE, ADNEXAL COMPLEMENTATION 

5.2.2.1 Referents: masculine ~ feminine (m ~ c). These pronouns herald and represent the 
referate noun (-equivalent) in the nuclear verb syntagm, and cannot be replaced by it — that is, they are 


30 Outside Shenoute: Marc. 12:31 (€NTOAH), with fem. variae lectiones. 
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in an exclusively syntagmatic relationship with it; this is the formal cohesion-factor of the pattern. The 
‘ pronoun -> noun ’ discontinuous component may be considered the distinctive grammatical feature here 
(and in fact the kernel of the typological correspondence with the Indo-European “ impersonals ”, to 
which this pattern is in part the Coptic answer): 

(a) feminine: Object-expansion: taa-c (na-) €(tpe)- (/// 191.25f., Ench. 79a); omi-c (na-) €- 
(A / 275, III 39.17f.); CMNT-C €(TP€)- (/// 20.2f.); T06-C (€PO-) A€- (A 2 50); AOO-C A€- 31 (passim); 
on-C A€- (A 2 44); KAA-c 2Mn€M2HT €- (P 130 2 1 00 ro); 2€ 6PO-C + circumstantial (A 2 543, Wess. 9 
159a 8ff., P I30 2 107 ro) 32 ; <snt-c + circumstantial (P 131° 13 vo); Actor expression: (N6)nanoyc 
€(TP€)-/A€-/circumstantial/conjunctive 33 (A 2 380, Ryl. 69 NZ, Wess. 9 174d 25ff., 158b 24ff.); (€)CM0K2 
(NA-)€~, (€)CMOTN (na-) €- (Rossi 2/3 63, A 2 266, Ch. 13.49ff.);’-c-yiuin€(CNA«iuin€ t €cyAN«JUJn€, HN€C- 
«uin€) €TP€-/conjunctive 33 (III I64.5f., IV 102.7) cnP€n€i €TP€- (A 2 258); CTO €TP€- (A 2 103, 258); 
CKH 62PAI €TP€~ (IV 9I.16E); NCP~NOHP€ AN €(TP€-) (IV 98.23); NCP-XPIA AN N~ ( Miss. 233); NCXI €PO- 
AN 6(TP€)“ (IV 103.12); CCNCUJ- €~ (Ch. 65.13ff.); C€PO- €- (III 22.22); ACPANA- €TP€- (IV 96.1 Of.). 

(b) masculine : Object-expansion: <»nt-h cmch2 X€- (the second pronoun is non-pertinent [con¬ 
ditioned]; III 21.18, P 130 1 137 TAH); kaa-h (NA-) €(TP€)- (IV 63.1f., 66.12); CA2-H A€- (IV 108.15f.); 
CUTTM €PO-H A€- (IV 39.4ff., P 13! 6 42 ro-vo), on-H A€- (A 2 256); Actor expression: (€)HCH2 A€- (pas¬ 
sim); HO NPOOY«J(- PPOOY«J) (NA-) A€-/2A-/€TB€~ (III 34.9, Miss. 279); H»oon NPOOY«J €“ (Ming. 325); 
HO MHOI26 (A 2 537); HOB« €PO- A€- (A 2 454); HPUJ»€ €- (Wess. 9 140c 2f.); HOYON2, HNAOYUJN2 
(6BOA) A€- (IV 8.17); H2Mn€N2HT, N€H2Mn€N2HT AN, MnCHBUJK €£MflA2HT... A€“ (IV 18.4f., A 2 151, RE 10 
159b 30ff., Mun. 176); NANOYH, H20A* €TP€- (A 1 227) 34 ; HP-SAY + hpana- €TP€- (IV 167.15f.). 

5.2.2.1.1 Analysis of the distributional structure of the above patterns, carried out on the basis 
of the classification shown below, reveals several unmistakable combinatory features (the symbol (*) 
means a very rare or unique attestation): 
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31 Outside Shenoute, one encounters XOOH, exclusively or alongside &OOC. See Kahle 126:1 233ff., 252; Crum 1954:150f.; 
Stern p. 310. The object-pronoun here is obligatory, hence purely formal (unless it is lexicalized by n»AX€ or sim.); AUl “ sing ” 
is therefore a different lexeme. 

32 A similar instance of circumstantial adnexal complementation after a neutric cataphoric referent is XCKAAC + circ. 
Future III (Polotsky 1957:233 = CP 233), although it is doubtful whether X€KAAC is synchronically at all analyzable. 

33 The conjunctive too is an adnexal modifier, in paradigm with the circumstantial: see §7.1.3. 

34 Possibly not cataphoric, at least not purely so: NANOYH AYU) H20A6 6N0YHP (sic) €TP€NP-Mn*yA 2€lOYCOn (sic)... CTP6NCUJOY2 
eneiMA. Cf. earlier on the same page nCTNANOYM AYUI neTNOTM, and (p. 257) H20A 6 AYUJ NANOYH (H here anaphoric , referring 
to the inside of the fruit). NB: (P I30 2 KB, not Sh. ?) NANOYC A€ €<SM-n!yiN€ NNCCNHY €T2Hy N2€N»UJN€... NANOYH AYUJ HP-NOHPC 
NN2M2AA MnNOYT€: the second pronoun group is ana-, not cataphoric. 
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The feminine referent points most often to a following infinitive referate (€ + inf., N + inf., €TP€-), 
whereas the masculine regularly assumes the sequence of £€-: this impression is enhanced by a quanti¬ 
tative consideration of the evidence, since, barring £00* and NANOY- for the fern., KAA- for the mascu¬ 
line, all deviations from the alternation C €(TP€)-/M -> £€- are extremely rare. Now it is precisely in 
the case of AOOC, NANOYC, kaam that the different functions of €(TP€)- and £€- are most clearly ob¬ 
servable and (after nanoyc) even paradigmatically opposed: €TP€“ for a marked prospective reference, 
£€- for an unmarked general inclusion of various constructions (notably the Nominal Sentence, Second 
Tense and tense-marked predications). It may therefore be stated as a general rule that C- is used to 
herald prospective expansions of the nuclear syntagm whereas the masculine pronoun assumes the se¬ 
quence of an included clause in general. However, this statement cannot well be reconciled with the 
feminine in £00C (£€- only), nanoyc £€- or the (rare) KAAH €TP€”, one £€- etc. where we have true 
neutric fluctuation (neutralization) 35 . 


5.2.2.2 Referents: ne, riAi: masculine only. 


5.2.2.2.1 n€, the pronominal subject in a Nominal Sentence of the pattern # Predicate Sub¬ 
ject may serve to represent formally a following noun or noun equivalent; in the latter case, we may 
have instances in which the masculine gender of n€ must be cataphoric, since it can hardly be anaphoric 
to a predicate which is either feminine or not gender-characterized: 


(a) Referate £€-: (A 1 150) oymoi 2 € ne £€- / (A 2 465-6) oy nc £€-‘ zmAzoY mmooy ’ h ac- 4 2 ioh 
HM 00Y ’ ‘ 2inA20Y ’ n€ £€“, ‘ 2I0H ’ n€ £€“. In the answer we have a different (Subject Predicate) 
pattern, with fl€ copular and of unclear phoric standing (so too A 2 491 ‘ COKH CDA20Y ’ n€ £6-). 


(b) Referate €(tpc)-: (A 1 307) OYAT^wne ne ctpch- / (IV 89.14) NT€I2€ on ric... ctpey- (§1.2.1.2) 

/ (A 2 148) 0Y8AKPIC n€ €TP€Y~ (5) T€I2€ »HM fl€ KAflMA NTOPfH... 


(c) Referate non-specific: (Wess, 9 90b 13ff.) N0€ tap €T€0YN0<5 mmntacebhc n€ €2PAI €£Mn€TNA- 

£00C... £€-..., TAI ON T€ 0€ €YN0 6 MMNTAC6BHC T€ €2PAI €£NN€TNA£OOC... £€... 


35 Note that the conjunctive shares a paradigm with €(TP€-) after the feminine-neutric cataphora, as an adnexal-subcoor- 
dinative modification of the verb, not expansion of the pronoun: §§7.2.4(a), 7.3.2, 7.4. 
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We see that when the predicate is marked for gender, the subject-pronoun may concord anaphori¬ 
cally with the predicate — or, to put it differently, the anaphora may overrule the cataphora as regards 
gender (see §5.2.2.3.3): (IV 166.3f.) tgxpia T€ €- / (A 2 61) T€I2€ »hm T6 ctp€ - / (K 9298) TMOI26 T€ X€- 
/ (/// 183.28) OYMOI26 T€ X€~ / (A 2 3) OYMNTA0HT... T€ €“ (7) OYANOHIA T€ €TP6- / (7/726.4) OYANOMIA... 
T€ X€~ / (777 184.2) OY«JfiHP€ T€ €H«AN-... which brings home to us that in this pattern neither the phoric 
status nor the concomitant concord are predictable. In a manner of speaking, n€/T€ are Janus-faced, 
with either face apt to take concord precedence with no discernable environmental conditioning or con¬ 
sequence. When the predicate bears a masculine gender mark, it is of course impossible to refer the gender 
of n€: (A I 181) OYArAOON ne €TP€- (the lexeme morphologically marked) / (A I 1) fi€T€2NAi an n€ €TP€- 
/ (A 2 432, not Sh.) MfiAPUiM€ TAP nim an n€ 6TP6H-, ri€ possibly anaphoric to a non-phoric (§5.2.3) “ neuter ” 
pronoun nA- — or are nA- (and n€) cataphoric to €TP€-? / (A 1 307) OYAT“JUin€ n€ €TP€H- / (Ch . 76.23ff.) 
0YAT60M n€ €TP€”. 

5.2.2.2.2 fiAi is cataphoric to an appositive A€~clause or €TP€-, serving apparently to accommodate 
X€-/€TP€- in various syntactical positions: modifying verbs (COOYN, CUJTM, M€€Y€), governed by prepo¬ 
sitions, in actor status, appositive subject in a Nominal Sentence pattern, etc.: nAi X€- (Ch. 174.22f., 
777 128.23, IV 2.20, \\ 2.20. A I 16 J, 230, A 2 371, Wess.9 I64d20fT.); riAl OYON2 €BOA X€- (P 131 5 152 ro); 
nAl €TP€- (Ch. I23.2f., 7/7 61.8, IV 104.9f. n€lK€OYA CTP6-, 107.19f.). 

5.2.2.3 Some remarkable cataphoric constructions 

5.2.2.3.1 Major types and representative examples of a zero cataphoric referent — thus no explicit 
cohesion with the X€-/€TP€- referate: 

(a) TNNOOY X€- (777 26.22); (b) MnuiP €TP€- (A l 213, Ming. 92); (c) KATA06 CTCH2 X€- (777 118.20) 
and similar cases where 6T-, marking the adnominal status of the verb syntagm, also occupies the actor 
slot of the Bipartite pattern 36 , leaving no room for an exponent of cohesion with X€-; (d) Greek loan- 
elements: the 3rd person sgl. of finite verbs, treated as if containing a Coptic pronominal element: (oyk) 
€I€CTI € + infinitive (777 30.16, IV 4.12): note that €I€CTI is partly conversible in Coptic, thus assimilated 
as a predication form; r€NOiTO + conjunctive, MH r€NOlTO 6TP6-, aaao — AAAO conj./TP€-: see §7.3.3. 

(e) Unconjugated lexemes, the valency of which includes, or consists of €TP€“ or X€- (as first or sec¬ 
ond modification: §1.1.2.0.1): ZW €PO- €TP€- (A I 67, 205), 2tu X€- (Ryl. 70 CNT), 2Anc €TP€- (A 2 378); 
compare the contentualization of noun lexemes, usually in predicative status, by means of CTP€- (ta- 
NATKH... €TP€- IV 69.16f., (n)KAlPOC... €TP€- III 74.14, perhaps (OYN/)MN<K>M €TP€“ III 145.11 — here 
€TP€- is in paradigm with the conjunctive: see §§7.3.2, 7.4), and of course the numerous verb lexemes 
(OYuny, OY€2-CA2N€,...) modifiable by €TP€“, where the cohesion factor is inherent in the valency spectrum. 

(f) In (III 107.6) NNA2PAI 2UJC 69X6-NOYH2 ncaoyca... “ It seems to me as if we live apart... ” a 

zero cataphoric referent may be postulated, coinciding with the zero subject of the predicative 2UJC 

* 

€9X€- (§1.2.1.3.3), but it may be preferable to take NNA2PAI as the subject, with no cataphora at all. 

5.2.2.3.2 Rare instances of an invariable masculine referent -H, the formal obligatory exponent 
of inalienable possession (cf. §1.2.1.1, spec. obs. 1), expanded by a noun syntagm (even fern, or plural) 
and really part of a discontinuous possessor morph {h + Noun} (§6.0.1.2.3): 2HTM NN€2lOM€ (Ench. 66a) / 
riTAZO €PATH NAP€TH NIM (A 2 442-3, not Sh.) / flKAKE 6TNAIKTS NT€NnP02AIP€CIC (P 130 5 50 CKA), cf., 
not Shenoutean but emulating his idiom, (BLOr. 8811 17 CAH) KOYNH NT€C2IM€ 37 . 

36 Polotsky 1960a :§12. 

37 See Polotsky 1930:874 (= CP 343). 
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5.2.233 Anaphora vs. cataphora in a single syntagm: an interesting instance of varia lectio re¬ 
flecting a conflict of anaphoric and cataphoric references: (A 2 169) orcon AN nENTAixooc xe- (Borg., 
-C- cataphoric) vs. OYCOn AN n€NTAiX00M X€- (Ryl. with -M- seemingly resuming n-); however, this is 
not the substantivizing pronominal nucleus (§5.2.3.1) but the formal subject/glose marker, which does 
not usually motivate anaphoric reference, and here anaphora is by no means the rule: (A 1 365) ntuitn 
nCT€P€n^AA€ 6TCH2 All) hhoc €TB€THYTN *€-, with two other symptoms of the non-phoricity of n-; the 
masc. sgl. after a plural vedette and the resumption by a 2nd person plural pronoun. As a rule, the anaphora 
to substantivizing n- overrules a cataphora in such cases of conflict; consider (Ench . 67b) n€T€P€T€rPA*H 
XUJ MMOH *€-, or (Ch. 29.55f.) n€NTANAOOH X€~. 

5.2.2.3.4 In a case like (RE 11 16b 20) NOYK N€ XAPICMA NIH, the concord is cataphoric, regres- 
sively motivated. 

5.23 Non-phoric environment. Here neuter gender is realized by a “freezing”, i.e. a greater 
or lesser degree of incommutability of the masculine pronoun. 

5.23.1 In the nuclear n- expanded by a relative conversion (n€T~, n€NTAH-, etc.) 38 . The analysis 
of this difficult syntagm is by no means straightforward 39 . In brief, one notes here two different patterns: 
(a) n€T-/T€T-/N€T- (etc.): any conjugation-form; “definite”, i.e. not further determinable, so really 
outside the determination category; n- is the determinator; (b) n€T-: present(-equivalent) only, invariable, 

4 

unmotivating, of “ zero determination ” status, i.e. further determinable 40 ; n- is a substantivator mor¬ 
pheme. Pattern (b) is paradigmaticaliy restricted as regards both the conjugation-form and its predicate 
constituency (Nagel 1973:120). Now it is difficult to see what the invariability of n- in pattern (b) could 
mean, unless it is the same indifference to gender that we have called “ neuter ”; note, however, that this 
nCT- is compatible only with masculine-marked or unmarked determinators: nner-, inner-, 2€Nn€T~, 
excluding *T-ner- (Nagel op. cit. 118f.); that is to say, the gender-explicit, marked feminine nucleus T- 
is incompatible with the substantivator (homonymic with the unmarked masculine determinator): this 
is, I daresay, a case of systemic, not haphazard non-attestation. In instances of pattern (a) like (IV 112.20) 
nerciNAXOOH / (All) nerezNAi / (IV 107.19) n€TnPHn€l (sic) / even (III 119.28) nercH2, it would perhaps 
be rash to interpret ft- as neutric, as anything but masculine gender, be its associative connection with 
any specific masculine noun lexeme (BJAX6, Aoroc, 2UJB...) doubtful as it may; the opposition of this ner- 
to T€T~ and Ner- is sufficient grounds, as the only pertinent, necessary and sufficient datum for a definition 
of gender in Coptic. 

5.23.2 In the glose segment ner- (etc.) of a Cleft Sentence with (pro)nominal vedette (Polotsky 
1962 :§If.); although this n- can be traced to the pronominal subject n€, it is in the crystallized Cleft Sen¬ 
tence pattern not the anaphoric pronoun, referring to a specific identifiable nominal or pronominal ele¬ 
ment, but the formal, non-phoric mark of the logical subject: ntoc nzoyo ner€P€+nP04>HT€iA xhk eboa 
€2PAI €XUJC X€- (Ch. 143.44ff.) 41 . 

38 ner- can be anaphoric, in such cotext patterns as (Wess . 9 179b 30ff.) NACEBHC NTAYMOY H N6TNAMOY, also III I26.20ff. 

38 See Nagel 1973, Shisha-Halevy 1976c :134 n. 1, Quecke forthcoming. 

40 See Nagel 1973b, Quecke forthcoming (“ determinierbar ” vs. “ undeterminierbar ”), id. 1981:261f. Consider 26 N- 
nceooY (A I 103), KcnerNANOYH (Ch. 88.16f.), OYnereaiiiiE (A 2 256), Niner»OY€iT (Wess. 9 141b 21f.), Mn€©Hn (/// 165.13), ngy- 
nerNANOYOY (A 2 471), nemANOYH nim (A 1 133), cnay MnerNANOY4 (P 130 4 93 vo), 2€ nkoyi MnerwANOYOY (/// 206.21) which shows 
the non-motivating nature of n-. 

41 A basically similar case is nNAY ne, nKAiPOC n€, n€OYO€i» n€ (///224.20f., IV 29.26, Ch. 167.47f.), for which the “ not 
yet ” form is MnATHPNAY (Ch. 107.32f.) In a cotextually conditioned alternant pattern occurring in the sequence of a Cleft Sen¬ 
tence, n€ is anaphoric and represents the whole glose : (Ch. 103.31ff.) mmonaxoc... NCTHn €P-nhctia jin-ntok ne / (III 68.14ff.) nim 
n€T€P€nxo€ic nNOYT€ naanoyh... / (Shisha-Halevy 1976a:55) anok nc h keoya ntaze, 2€NK€ppu>oy n€... 
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TYPOLOGY 


We have seen that the prime nucleus in the noun syntagm and noun phrase is the determinator pro¬ 
noun (“ article ”). Indeed, in Coptic grammar, so to speak, the pronoun reigns supreme: with the pos¬ 
sible exception of the stative, the entire grammatical system may be phrased in terms of a pronominal 
core and an indispensable yet inessential (indeed satellital) lexemic periphery: the patterns are formulable 
for the nuclear pronoun, which is given a lexical content by lexemic expansion. Within this frame of 
reference the 44 pronouns ” in verbal syntagmatics are the conjugation bases. They (with their pronom¬ 
inal actor) are the nuclei of the verb syntagm, representing the verb in the system and incorporating 
it in the discourse 42 . Like the determinators, they are of necessity expanded (by verb lexemes: these are 
also privileged to occur after the determinators, and prove the noun syntagm to be — in this respect at 
least — hierarchically different from the verb syntagm. While both noun and verb lexemes are “ nominal ”, 
only the verb-lexeme subdivision features in verb syntagms). Allowing for the difference in semasiological 
categories, am-[cuitm] is no different, analytically speaking, from neHCON]. In a final reckoning, then, 
in Coptic we are left with verb/noun lexemes and pro-verbs/pronouns to 44 grammaticalize ” and actua¬ 
lize 43 them. (The stative — neither a lexeme nor a grammeme, but a typically pre-Coptic 44 synthetic” 
blending of both — does not lit in this scheme, neither do the 44 adjective-verbs ”, another piece of 44 his¬ 
torical left-over ” in Coptic.) 


42 Cf. already Aug. Schleicher (Zur Morphologic der Sprache , 1859, p. 21) who, at a time when the Coptic conjug. bases 
were conventionally termed 4 Tempuscharakteristik ’ or 4 Tempuszeichen suggested they were 4 original demonstratives \ For 
a comparable conception of a lexically empty auxiliary verb as a grammaticalized substitute ( 4 verbum vicarium \ 4 verbal pronoun ’) 
see Bally 1950:87, TESNifeRE 1965:73, 91, Dubois 1965:96f. 

48 To my knowledge, only Vergote uses 44 actualisateur ” in this connection ( Grammaire copte I a, Louvain 1973, p. 84); 
see Bally 1950:§119. 
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THE AUGENS, AN ANAPHORIC-COHESION MODIFIER OF PRONOMINAL REFERENCE. 

SYNTACTIC PROSODY 


6.0.0.1 Terminology and definition 

6.0.1-3 Sentence-prosodic features 

6.0.1 Apposition, extraposition; word-order and the placement of the nominal actor 
6.0.2 Juncture (cohesion) features; boundaries; the Coptic word 
6.0.3 Sub-sentence prosodic units: the colon; enclisis, hierarchies and placements 

6.1.0.1-3 The augens: paradigms and compatibilities. A synoptic preview 

6.1.1 THP- 

6.1.2.1- 2 2UJUJ- 

6.1.2.3 Non-commuting, non-phoric 2UJUJH 

6.1.3.1- 2 {NTO-} 

6.1.3.3 Augens and extraposed independent pronoun 

6.1.3.4 Non-commuting, non-phoric NTOM 

6.1.4.1 MAYAA- 

6.1.4.2 MMIN MHO- 

6.1.4.3 OYAA- 

6.1.4.4 Cotext patterns: 4 mmin mmo- + MAYA A- ’ 

6.1.5 Border-line augentia: 2API2APO-, NA- 

6.2 The augens as modifier 

6.2.1 Focalizability of the augens 

6.3 Concluding note: on the functional essence of the augens 

6.0.0.1 Terminology and definition. The pronoun-containing group of modifiers has had 
scant special attention hitherto, and nowhere can I find a discussion of its functions, compatibilities or 
paradigms. The prosodic properties of the augens (ne 44 Verstarker”) have in part been the topic of 
an important paper by Polotsky (1961), yet with no functional or categorial definition; other discussions 
are scattered, meagre and inadequate l . Polotsky’s 44 Verstarker ” is in fact the only cover-term for this 
group. This I propose to replace by the Celtological 44 augens ”, which is earlier, more cosmopolitan and 
in the general run of grammatical terminology, and, from the functional point of view, remarkably apt 2 . 


1 Stern §§256-8 (the felicitous “ adjunctive pronomina ”), Schwarze-Steinthal §§345-6, 468-9 (“ Pronominalstamme ”), 
Till §§194-6, p. 390. 

* “ Not a augens ” was coined by Zeuss {Grammatica Celtica , 1853, 332ff., 341, 344f.), for the Gaelic (old Irish) - sejsujsom , 
etc., the Cymric “reduplicated ’’ and especially the 44 conjunctive ” pronouns (mod. Welsh minnau/tithau/yntau, etc.). However, 
his terminology is not uniform: he employs in a similar sense “ nota amplians ”, 4 ‘positio ampliata ”, 44 ampliatio ” (347), “ aug- 
mentum ” (344), “ amplificatio ” (379ff.), “ emphatica forma ” (of the Breton pronoun, 375). The primary pronoun is 44 auctum ” 
or “ ampliatum His main statement runs as follows (332): 44 Comitantur saepissime in utraque quoque lingua [i.e. in Gaelic 
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The augens is by no means a single category, in the strict sense of the word; it is here used as a common 
cognomen for the class of modifier morphs, typically of secondary prosodic status, that include or con¬ 
stitute a secondary pronominal element, in cohesion with a primary (pro)nominal segment, in a specific 
prosodic-syntagmatic extent. Functionally, the augens does not precisely “ strengthen ” or “ empha- 
size ” 3 the primary (pro)noun. It expands it, and modifies it in a structurable range of semasiological 
nuances, including that of “insistence”: see below. The prosodic properties of the augens, related 
to its functional ones, call for a brief and selective preliminary investigation of sentence-prosodic features , 
before we proceed to introduce the data and their paradigmatic/syntagmatic structuring: this will be but 
a sketch, aiming at the boldest simplification. 

6,0.1 Apposition, extraposition; word-order and the placement of the nominal actor 


6.0.1.1 Frontal extraposition 4 . A noun syntagm or independent pronoun may be followed 
in the same pattern extent, by a pronominal resumption or representation. This is known (from a formal 
point of view) as {frontal) extraposition of the primary (pro)noun 5 or as segmentation 6 of the sentence 
(cf. the rhetorical-stylistic “ anticipation ”, “ prolepsis ”, “ nominativus pendens ”, “ casus absolutus ”). 
Prosodically, the extraposed element is shown by what segmental criteria we have to be an independent 
colon (§6.0.3; see Stern §§484, 635; Schwarze-Steinthal 465f., 487 on the construction): (A 1 333) 
NTOM 66 nAOrOC ri€NTAHP-CAP2 / {Ch. 50.20ff.) 2A2 M€N N9AA6 AYUJ N2UJB AIAOOY / (/// I8.15f.) ANA9 MEN 
MnOY€IP€ 7 / (/// 86.4) NTUITN A€ MnCTNCOYUlNM / (P 130 2 54 TIA) ANON A€ 2UHUN MAPN+-CBUI NAN MAYAAN 
/ (/// 197.6f.) NAHJ N26 N6YCUJ4J6 MNN6YH6I AYUJ N6Y2IOM6 2IOYCOH AYP“NA2€NKOOY6. A functional analysis 
must regard the thematic structure of the whole pattern. This is a case of topicalization, very typical 
of Coptic, a topic-prominent language (§2.0.2.1), or theme prominence (“thematic foregrounding”, 
Halliday’s “marked theme”) 8 . This relative functional and structural autonomy of the extraposed 
segment matches, and is correlatable with, its prosodic one. 


and Cymric] pronomina personalia ad maiorem emphasin primitus, ut videtur, idque tam absoluta quam infixa vel suffixa, notae 
quaedam, orta plerumque ex ipsis pronominibus, quas dicere poterimus notas ampliantas vel augentes; atque pronomina ipsa, si 
occurrunt vel sine his notis vel cum iisdem, sunt aut formae simplices vel aucta aut ampliata ”. It was Pedersen (Vergl. Grammatik y 
1913, II 137ff.) who modified Zeuss 4 term into “ Augens ”, pointing out that it is a pronoun in its own right, an enclitic 44 pro¬ 
nominal ” which follows the 44 pronomhaltige Betonungseinheit ”, emphasizing the 44 durch die Verbalendung, das inflgierte Oder 
suffigierte Pronomen oder die verbundene Genitivform ausgedriickte Begriff ”. For the functional attribute of the augens, 
Pedersen applies the vague though ubiquitous 44 Hervorhebung ” (cf. §§2.0.2.1-2); the native Irish term is treise ( 4< force ”, 44 em¬ 
phasis ”). For some classic discussions, see E. Lewy, ZCPh 27:10-13 (1957); Greene, firiu 24:121-133 (1973); O’Briain, ZCPh 
14:311-315 (1923); Pokorny, ZCPh 18:233ff. (1930); Hull, Lg. 16:12-16 (1940). 

3 See §§2.0.2.1-2. The idea is that of the 44 nachdriicklicher Hinweis ” kind of emphasis (Hofmann 1936:37); 44 renforce- 
ment ” (MOller-Hauser 1943:116f.: 44 lui -f meme, seul..., pron. personal tonique ”). Polotsky's 44 VerstSrker ” (1961:294 
n. 1 = CP 398) is an adaptation of the Arabic 44 corroborative strengthener ”, at-ta'kid (Wright II 282). 

4 44 Front ” and 44 rear 44 correspond to the initial and final boundaries of the sentence, respectively. 

5 Cf. Jespersen 1937: Ch. 12. 

4 Bally 1950:§§79-99, cf. Satzinger 1976:7ff.; see Regula 1966:131 ff., Hintze 1952:281ff., Schenkel 1967, esp. 116ff., 
and our §2.0.2.1. 

7 See §3.1.1.1.0.1 for this 44 zero ” resumption of a zero article; §2.7.1.4.2 and note 130 there for the resumptions of extra¬ 
posed ZOTl (xe-) and €XOOC; for resumption generally as an exponent of cohesion, see §6.0.2.1; for concord issues, §5.2.1. In 
Ana*m men MnoY€iP€ (/// I8.15f.)we witness the only way of focalizing the lexical component of a compound verb, an idiomatic native 
equivalent of the 44 tautological infinitive” (Goldenberg 1971). 

8 Halliday 1967:2 1 3f., 219, 237, 242; Grimes 1975:342, 344. 
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6.0.1.2 Rear extraposition 4 refers to a different set of patterns, in which a noun syntagm or 
independent pronoun 9 expands, refers back to and as a rule lexicalizes a nuclear pronoun. These patterns 
give one a recurrent typologic impression that in Coptic the minimal patterns of grammar are all “ custom- 
built ” for the pronoun: the grammar may be phrased in terms of a system in which the pronoun rules 
supreme. The pronoun is grammatically essential, nuclear; the noun (which as a matter of fact is actua¬ 
lized in the parole as a noun syntagm by its determinator, yet another pronoun) is not essential, but ex¬ 
pands the pronoun or is substituted (i.e. in syntagmatic or paradigmatic relation) for it 10 . 

6.0.1.2.1 Rear extraposition marked by N6I-: this is a well-known construction, often quoted as a 
typological showpiece n . N6I- marks an expansion of a third-person “ suffix ’’-pronoun nucleus. This 
is usually a formal actor, with a verbal predicate: (/// 160.22f.) ...€TP€Y»UJn€ NtfiNCTMMAY €Y0 NATKAP- 
noc / ( Ch . 78.2ff.) MAP6HXOOC NAI H6\~ / (ibid. 141.3If.) n€AAC Nrfl“ / (ibid. 162.7f., A I 167) NA9UI0Y 
N6I-, vs. NA«J€- 176.16f. etc. Here Shenoute agrees with Gnostic Sah. usage (cf. NHC VI 28.28). This 
extraposition is as a rule placed after other expansions (rectional and complementational) of the verb 
syntagm: (A 2 396) 6HNATBB0 THPH NOYHP €BOA 2NPUJM6 NIM N$tn€TOYBAnTIZ€ mmoh / (ibid. 449, not Sh.) 
F1AI 2UJUJH ON NTAHNOI MMOH MflEIMA 2NOYUIN2 (sic) €BOA N<$inN0<£ NEKKAHCIACTHC / (IV 5.26ff.) NIM... 
N8TOYNAMOY2 AN NOPTH 620YN €POOY N6ITHF1E THPC NNAIKAIOC / (ibid. 206.27ff.) €Y€€I €2PAI €AUK>Y 2MI1C- 
OYOGI4I CTMMAY H NTOH TCNOY N6INCICA20Y THPOY / (IV 68.17f.) NHM€€Y€ AN €BOA €AAY Mn€0OOY 6I1THPH 

N4I-. Note too the distribution of two appositional constructions with a Second-Tense focalization pat¬ 
tern: (theme/topic -> focus) Ntfl- (/// 116.6, 169.23, 183.3f.) and (theme/topic N6I-) -> focus (III 117.28f., 
133.1 If., IV 127.4f.), where the type of focality plays a role (§2.8.2). Rarely, the nucleus may be the 
possessor , in the possession verboid or possessive determinator: (Ch. 192.3Iff.) mntah-ci tap OYT€ Hli 
N<sinxi - KBA / (IV 45.24f.) N0€ ON €T€YCYNH6€IA T€ TAI XINTEYAPXH H6\~ / (A 1 90) T6H6INKUI €B0A NN€N~ 
N0B€... N6inN0YT€ (compare T€YtflN€l “IAPOOY KAAUJC 2iTNNAfT€AOC, Wess. 9 16!c llff., where 2ITN- 
introduces a non-appositive “ new ” nominal actor). The appositive noun syntagm may be indefinite: 
(A 2 449, not Sh.) AH€i N6I0Y0Y0EHB, but is usually n- (or equivalently) determinated. 


6.0.1.2.2 Cases of zero-marked rear extraposition in special circumstances: 

(a) An appositive noun introduced — mediated — by an appositive independent pronoun (all per¬ 
sons): (III 60.4f.) HAUI TAP MMOC NTOH f]&06IC A€“ (see §6.1.3.3). 


9 Here we come up against the difficulty of distinguishing (with the segmental data at our disposal) between pronominal 
apposition and the augens: §3.1.3.3. 

10 Cf. Steinthal-Misteli 1893:50, and see §5.3 above. 

11 The only monographic discussion of N<5J- is by Morenz (1952), who looks to Shenoute for his source material. What 
Morenz has in mind, however, is the rhetorical or stylistic motivation for the selection of this construction, rather than its structural 
definition and function. Considerations like the alleged “ inelegance ” (“ unschon ”, pp. 4f., 7) of an inserted extensive nominal 
“ subject" (i.e. actor) which has therefore to be deferred until after the completion of the conjugation form are rather dubious. 
Even if such considerations were true, this cannot constitute a descriptive statement, particularly since (on the one hand) Nrfi- 
can introduce the shortest appositive actor-expressions (consider ...Ntfl-NeTMMAY RE 10 163a 27, ...N6I-NAI III 160.22, ...Ntfi-nxOdC 
III 117 28), while, on the other hand, very long complex nominal phrases are found in mid-conjugation actor position (witness 
the constructions in §6.0.2.1, link 6). Nor is the “ Betonung ” (p. 5ff.) of the “subject” an independently determinable and 
controllable factor. It is rather the tendency of the language to separate (“isolate”) the lexical from the grammatical which 
underlies the widespread incidence of this construction (cf. Steinthal-Misteli 1893:50, 284, and see §5.3 above). Typologically 
speaking, one recalls the “ complement explicatif ” of Berber dialects (cf. Galand, CFS 21:33-53, 1964, esp. pp. 43ff.; ead “ Re¬ 
lations du verbe et du nom dans P6nonc6 berb£re ”, in: LACITO-documents [EURASIE, 2], Colloque: Relations Pr6dicat-Actant(s), 
I, Paris: SELAF, 1979, 131-146, esp. 132ff.)completing the purely grammatical information of the person index and localizing it 
in the “ infinite ” (so Galand, meaning “ long out of all comparison ”, but of course closed) list of the lexicon. Here, too, Celtic 
supplies a striking parallel (studies by O’Nolan, Pokorny, MacCana and others). I believe the “ Hellenizing ” interpretation of 
the Shenoutean phenomenon (Weiss 1972: n. 112) is as doubtful as the stylistic one. 
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(b) Nominal apposition to a delocutive (third person) pronoun in object status: ( BMCat . 83, No. 
199 TiA) NA«J NZ€ NTUITN T€TNAP”BOA EPOC TOPrH €TNHY / (Ch. 43.38ff.) NT€P€IMO«JTM NKCCOn n€KHI Mm~ 
6N-AAAY NEIAUJAON N2HTM / (777 21.19) AYKUJT MMOM nflYPrOC CTMMAY / (ibid. 88.27) +NATP6TNCOYUJNOY 
<S€ H6PUJOY / (Ench. 66b) KTAKO HMOC NTOH 6IKUJN MnNOYT€ 2NNB0T6 NTAKAAY. In (IV 36.21f.) AMTP6Y- 
“tUJne THPOY MFIHYC MNriKA2, the apposition is to the actor exponent in the causative infinitive; cf. exx. 
in §6.0.1.2 (a). 

* < 

(c) Nouns in “ vocative ” or addressing role, esp. in post-imperative position: (P 130 2 7 M) Mnpauine 
TCYNARUrH €P€~... / (A I 464) H CKNAXOOC riBAB€PUJM€... 

(d) Nominal apposition to the “ actor ” (third-person pronoun) of a modifier predicate (Bipartite 
pattern): (/// 15.21 f.) nmzatnthytn an nCATANAC. Here probably belongs the. regular construction 
6MTUJN + noun (III 31.13, 107.15, Ch. 200.43, 48f., 206.3 Iff., etc.) where (1) no real opposition obtains with 
a mid-conjugation nominal actor (a rare example of this is A 1 212: €P€N€NK€€C tujn), which means that 
the pronominal “ actor “ is a mere “ slot filler ”, a cataphoric index with nonominal substitution; (2) €H- 
TUJN Ntfl- does occur, as a rare variant (e.g. A 2 336, collated: CCTUIN TANOMIA... EYTUJN A€ NCAP3E... H CYTUIN 
NrflNETOYOYUJM 2NT€YTAriPO). 

6.0.1.2.3 The N- marked nom. modifier in apposition to a suffix pronoun is of yet more restricted dis¬ 
tribution 12 . 

(a) A cataphoric pronominal representation of a nominal possessor after one of a closed list of inal¬ 
ienable nouns as possessum (cf. §1.2.1.1 spec. obs.). This is again a case where no noun is substitutable 
for the pronoun, which is thus a formal obligatory slot-filler “ heralding ” the subsequent noun: ‘ -M -> 
H+noun ’ is structurally the possessor expression 13 : AUJH MmcA2 (RE 10 163a I7f.), pujc NTANOMIA (A 1 
298), but generally as components of prepositions: 2APATH n- (III 38.10), NAIKTH N- (K 9067, P 130 s 50 
CKA), €TOOTOY N~ (III 48.3), €20YN €2PAY N- (P 130 1 139 TMS), 2HTH (a preposition in itself) N-, (BLOr. 
3581A 159, No. 253 NS), zitoyujm n- (III 52.16) etc.; the N-mark of dependence is thus complementary 
(allomorphic) to the immediate (markless) government of non-compound prepositions 14 . Some exam¬ 
ples of this kind hint at a tendency to “ fossilizing ”, i.e. immutability of the pronominal exponent in 
the masc. sgl. 15 : zhtm nn€2IOM€ €T€CT (Ench. 66a). 

(b) Nn€CNAY “...the two”, “both/either of...”, not in opposition to N6I-; the nuclear plural 
(second, third persons) pronoun is in different roles (not however in actor status?): (A 2 403) +NAni6€ 
MHUITN Mn€CNAY / (Miss. 283) NN€200Y €P€N€2BHY€ Al MMOOY €POOY AN NtlBCNAY... nCOH CTOYNAAITOY 
€POOY AN Mn€CNAY / (Or. 160.27f.) HC20YOPT N6in€TN0YUJ» HflCCNAY / (A 2 443-4, not Sh.) (12UIB A€ OYON2 
6B0A 2ITOOTOY MflBCNAY (sim. ibid. 436, 445); NB. (77/ 39.1 If.) €ICN€ Nfl€CNAY AYOYUJN2 €BOA TAXY, where 
MH6CNAY must be appositive to N€, itself with the same reference as the actor-suffix. 

6.0.1.3 Word order; the placement of the nominal actor, a paradigmatic evaluation. 
Turning our attention to placement rules for individual pattern components, we find they combine a 
conditioning by a great many factors in several parameters 16 and are by nature mutual and relative, i.e. 

12 Layton 1981:§6.2 (I would prefer “restricted” to “anomalous”). 

13 Cf. the Semitic “extended construct state” (cf. Ros6n, JAOS 81:25. 1961). 

14 Some non-compound (unanalyzable) prepositions use this mediate manner of governing a noun: 2APOH MfiAi (P 130 1 
115 IZ), 2APOC NTne (P 1 31 5 20 pnz, A 2 360, /// 96.21, Ch. 195.46 — “ 2ATne ” not attested? — also 2APOH MriPH P 131 5 20 pnz, 
all after Eccl. 3:1, 1 :3 etc.), €POM n- (only in the sense of “ to the debit of... Ryl. Cat. 34, No. 69 NS, A 2 59, Ch. 102.9f., Rossi 
2/3 58 €POH NN2HK€, uncollated: -h immutable?), OYTUJH N- (IF 163 apud Dictionary 495a). 

18 See §5.2.2.3.2 above, with reff. 

14 See for instance §2.6.3-4. 
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influenced by other rules regarding the placement of other elements in a given extent. This calls for a 
multivariate analysis for which I doubt that Coptic grammatical research is yet ready. Generally speaking, 
one assumes word order is not “ free ”; it involves either taxemes, i.e. features of arrangement, or a di¬ 
stinctive feature of placement (for example, with the adjective: see Ch. 4). In either case, a change in 
order entails a corresponding change (often too subtle to be detected by the linguist or to be transposed 
into another language) on the plan du contenu. What we can supply, however, are (I) statements on the 
relative placement of isolated pattern constituents (modifiers, Chs. I and 4; the augens, particles, see 
below). (2) Statements on the relative placement of constituent groups (theme/topic and focus, Ch. 2). 
This is obviously not adequate by any standard, when the call is for a “ general theory of Coptic word 
order”. It is nevertheless an indispensable stage in evolving such a theory: the individual placement- 
consideration of individual constituent categories. Word-order statements are the aftermath and cul¬ 
mination of the description process, not an early phase of it, nor an issue to be resolved on its own. In 
Coptic, where the mobility of most of the basic constituents of patterns is low or nil, this approach is 
even more requisite; here one can hardly concur with Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ dictum 17 that 4 ‘the 
order of words is more significant than their selection ”. 

Among unmistakable circumstances with greater or lesser bearing on the arrangement of construc¬ 
tions and placement of elements, we note (a) the typologically significant 44 Grundrichtung ” or basic syn- 
tagmatic phrase sequence, nucleus -► satellite (determinatum -+ determinans) l8 , (b) the sequence in the 
predication and focalization patterns, (c) a cotext-oriented thematic sequence 19 , (d) the prosodic contour(s) 
of the utterance, correlated with (c) and mapped on (a) and (b), and (e) motivation of a rhetorical, sty¬ 
listic, rhythmic-euphonic order 20 , mapped whenever required and possible onto (a), (b), (c) and (d). 
This is a notoriously slippery ground, where the dangers of circular statement are plain to see, since we 
do not have any working knowledge of these factors; they constitute mere post-analysis judgements of 
interpretation, not pre-analysis principles. All (a) to (e) factors concur to give the actual arrangement 

and placements; we cannot hope to resolve these into its several sets of conditioning, except in a very 

• • % 

imperfect, approximative and always speculative manner. 

As regards the placement of the nominal actor (“ grammatical ” and, unless there is some signa- 
to the contrary, 44 logical ” subject, i.e. theme/topic, §2.0.2.0.1) of a verbal predication, we note the follow¬ 
ing ternary (double-binary) paradigm and opposition (the Tripartite is chosen as representative): 

(aj “nPUJM€ CUJTM” 


(b) “nPUJM€ AMCUTTM” 

(c) “AMCUTTM Nrf|-nPlUM€” 

✓ 

In one analysis, the less common member (a), far from being synchronically the unmarked 44 neutral ” 
term (which is historically the case), is revealed as being marked by the synthesis of lexical and grammat¬ 
ical components. Members (b) and (c) are opposed to (a) as 44 isolating ” (see n. 11) and analytic, and 
mutually opposed in their thematic structure. I would say that (c), strictly speaking a case of 14 delayed 
theme ” and secondary information point 21 , is here unmarked, while (b) is the marked member, in which 

17 Apud Weil 1879:2. 

18 Cf. Steinthal-Misteli 1893:275ff. Although this issue has never been properly treated, it constitutes an essential part 
of the scholar’s Sprachgefuhl (cf. P. de Lagarde’s “ unkoptische Stellung ”, “ kein Kopte stellt so ”, in Aus dem deutschen Gelehrten- 
lebert t Gottingen 1881, pp. 44, 50, 59). 

18 Weil 1879:1 Iff., 76ff., 83ff.; Mathesius 1941, and subsequently often in Prague School treatments of this question 
(see §2.0.2.0.1 ff.). 

20 Note the case of a chiastic placement of nominal actors, (b)-(c) below, also the chiastic arrangement of topic and focus, 
§2.6.3.1.2: (Z 306 CNZ) ZMnAI ON NTAMXOOC N£inAriOCTOAOC flAYAOC X€-... NTAnXOCIC AOOC ON €TB€riAI xe-... 

21 Halliday 1967:239fT. 
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the thematicity of the actor is specially signalled by segmentation, the thematic structure of the clause 

being thus made transparent: OYnNA NAKA0APTON AHP-OYAPAKUJN AYUI 0Y20H MNOYCIT, AYUJ OYOYUJN^ 
AHP-OYBA“JOP (RE 10 160a 27ff.). In another view, it is (a) which is unmarked vis a vis (b) and (c), in 
which the thematic structure is oyert. 

6.0.2 Juncture (cohesion) features. Boundaries. The Coptic word. Any two segments 
and elements of an utterance join each other in a way that is gradabie on a scale exposing the gradient 
or parameter of cohesion. As criteria for the hierarchic assignment of inter-segment cohesion, we isolate 
juncture (cohesion) features: links 22 and their negation, delimitations 23 , the former amounting to 
measure points of closeness , the latter of openness or non-closeness, of “ looseness By links and de¬ 
limitations, phonological or ultra-phonemic, we can characterize any given syntagmatic constellation: 
the more links there are, the closer the attachment — the more delimitations, the more open. Links 
are symptoms of the extent of validity , while delimitations give us juncture boundaries 24 . f do not offer 
here a systematic scale-related gradation of juncture. This must be done as part of a special study, pre¬ 
ferably based on examination of homogenous MSS. I simply give selective lists of the more striking 
cohesive patterns: links and delimitations. Note that these are no more than relative indexes , exponents 
of the parameter or level of juncture (even the apparently absolute junctural dichotomies, initial:final, 
close:open, are deceptively so, and in fact equally relative 25 ). 

6.0.2.1 Links: (< morphophonemics , morphemic) (0) “A short vowel is maintained in an open 
syllable ”, valid only in the extent of the lexemic unanalyzable “ word ”: COTn, C€Tn-, yJOPfl, OPX, HOT * N, 

KOT-H. 

(1) “ A labializable 27 nasal constituting part or the whole of a prefixed morph is assimilated to an 
immediately following primary (i.e. unconditioned) non-syllabic 28 labial”, validity extent: the segment 
‘ prefix + noun syntagm': progressive dependence (allophonic allomorph): 6M-0Y0€l*y (A 2 117), €PM- 
n*0€lC (A 2 165), SANTHM-nPUJM€ (IV 101.16, Ryl. Cat . 34f. No. 70 CMA) 29 , TCTMMNTAOHT (Wess. 9 141a 
17), riCA BBOA (III 196.28f.), €Mn€TNANOYOY (III 203.13) 30 , AAMflZAAO (IV 113.5), NTMn*0€IC (IV 33.22). 

(2) “A 4 suffix-paradigm ’ pronoun is selected as actor expression by an immediately preceding 
converter morpheme”, validity extent: the converted conjugation form; regressive dependence (allo¬ 
morph): cicurrM (an) (closer than €N+cujtm an 31 , delimitation 2). 


22 I adopt here Rosen’s terminology of 1964, but extend the notion of juncture to be coterminous with “ cohesion ’. 
Ros£n 1964:160: “ A dependence that exists between two parts of the same order if they occur in a segment not exceeding their 
arrangement, but which does not exist if they occur in separate utterances ”. 

23 Ros£n 1964:163: “ A dependence that exists between two parts of the same order if they occur in two different utterances, 
but which does not exist if they occur in a segment not exceeding their arrangement 

24 Ros£n 1964:§45. 

26 The only special study of this subject is Erman 1915, a contrastive Sahidic:Bohairic listing of environments (see ShiSHA- 
Halevy 1981:317f.). 

26 Not (to the best of my knowledge) attested in Shenoute is the Coptic case of Trubetzkoy’s “ correlation prosodique 
de gemination ”, like OYM€€ ri€ (Deut. 13:14, see Polotsky 1957c:348f. — CP 390f.). 

27 Not, for instance, the N inMN-, 2€N~, XIN-. Another link:delimitation opposition is signalled by the syllabic:non-sylfabic 
status of the plural definite article before the initial (stressed :unstressed) vowel of a noun lexeme, regularly at least for native lex¬ 
emes. Cf. Polotsky, OLZ 59:253 n. 1, 1964 (note omitted by mistake in CP). 

28 Not in NMCA2 ( Wess. 9 139a 27). 

29 Not in Chassinat (N-noc€, Ch. 56.50f.). Cf. for this phenomenon Kahle 1954:98flf. 

30 But ENneeooY (III 202.5f.), NNBAAMne (ibid. 219.12). 

31 Polotsky 1960a:§28 (obs.). 
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(3) “A prenominal converter allomorph is selected by an immediately following nominal actor ex¬ 
pression”, validity extent: the converted conjugation form; progressive dependence (allomorph): €P€/ 
N€P€/€T€P€nPUiM€ CUJTM (an) (closer than €MflPUJM€ CUJTM AN 32 , delimitation 3). 

Syntactic : (4) ‘ Determinator {noun-lexeme + 21- noun-lexeme } ’ juncture between the noun lexemes 
closer than in ‘ determinator + noun lexeme + AYUJ/MN- deierminator + noun lexeme ’ (delimitation 4); 
progressive bracketing: 26NTKAC N€ 2I6UJNT ameiPACMOC (sic) (A 2 435, not Sh.) / n€MKA2 N2HT 2IAYRH 
2IA«JA20M 2INO<>N€6 2IOYU1AC N2HT (A i 77). 

(5) (a) # converter + conjugation base 33 /converter + actor {verb lexeme + verb lexeme + verb le¬ 
xeme 84 ...} #; (b) # converter {( conj. base + verb lexeme) + (conj. base + verb lexeme) + (conj. base + 
verb lexeme)} # (perfect tense only); (c) # {(conjugation base I converter + actor) + {conj. base /converter -f 
actor) + (conj. base I converter + actor)...] verb lexeme #. Cases of progressive (a-b) or regressive bracket¬ 
ing 35 , closer than the juncture of repeated (coordinated, disjoined) (base!converter + verb lexeme) unit 
(delimitation 5). 

Examples: (a) AflKA2 0MK0Y H COOY (7F268, apud Dictionary 318a-b) / N€NTAYP-nAi AYUJ CBT€-2€N- 
COTBGM NAY (A 2 341) / €Y«JANXNOYK H ANOYTN (ibid. 528) / NN€PUIM€ C€K-T€M20IT€ €2PAI... H MHON NTC... 
(IV 95.1 Of.) / MnSCUIMC AYUJ MUJT€ €BOA ( Wess. 9 87a 3Iff.) / NTUJWJ... NTAriNOYT€ XOOY H AAY ( Ench . 72b) 
/ €P€ n€H2HT nOON€ H KTHY CDA20Y (circ., A 2 24) / N€T€P€n€HN€2 T02C MMOOY H OYON2 €BOA 2IUJOY (ibid. 
529) / ...nCTTBBO MnPUJM€ OYA€ AA2MCH, v. 1. OYT6 6TXUJ2M HMOH (A 1 327; note the non-susceptibility 
of the second infinitive to the Stern-Jernstedt Rule, §3.1.2). 

(b) N€NTAYXI-COT€ H AYSJOOtfOY (///69.14f., V.l. HNN€NTA YHJ0060Y) / OYON NIM ENTAMCUJTM AYUJ AMAJ-CBUJ 
(ibid. 173.18f.) / ...NTAYniCT€Y€ €f1NOYT€ AYUJ Ay2€AniZ€ €n€HXC (rel., RE 11 17a 12f.) / NTAHTCABO AYUJ 
AHP-2HM€POC 2ITM- (Sec. Perf., Ill 28.25f.) / €NTAri€l«JAX€ <SUJAn €POI AI€IM€ €POH T€NOY 2NT€IPOMfl€ 
TAI (Sec. Perf., ibid. 219.3f.). 

(c) base + zero-determinated actor (Mn€- repeated 26 times, A 2 383; 7 times, A 7 80; 9 times, Ch. 26-7; 
M€P€- 5 times, A 2 25); EN20C0N €MNAfT€AOC 6HMNAPXH €MMN60M NA«J6M-tfOM EflOPAN,.. (A 2 381) / OYN“ 
MATOI TAP,.. OYNP€HXIN<SONC, OYNNOEMC, OYNnOPNOC, OYNAKAOAPTOC NPUJM€ 2MOOC... (Ch. 57.40ff.). 

(6) # (conjugation base / converter) + (interposition) + (pred. verb-lexeme) #, closer than # (conj. 
base I converter + nom. actor) + (interposition) + (conj. base + anaphoric pronoun + pred. verb-lexeme) # 
(delimitation 6) 36 . Examples: Mri€T€ICKAHCIA Hn€XC flAAOC NBPP6 NTAYniCT€Y€ €POH, €IT€... €IT€..« €IT€ 

32 Polotsky 1960a :§28. 

33 -TPe(MCUJTM) behaves in this respect like a conjugation base (it is a conjugation carrier ): antitpcyuipx h tujm cpooy (A 2 
505), €TMTP€Y€I... AYUJ MOTH €BOA (ibid. 529), X€-eWNATP€NIMHHuJ€ COYUJNN AYUJ M€PITN N20Y0 (111 107-8), also A 1 173, A 2 81 
So does (base + mediator [lexeme premodifier §3.33): AYHJPn-NAY OH h €1M€ (A 2 97), NN€Y€»€l 9APOOY... H €BU)K €T6YMNTPUJM€ 
(IV 61.7f.). Likewise the future characteristic NA: €NA9AIB€AN h2€NAT<som h <somoY €BOA (A 2 505-6), nctnakaay ncujoy... h 
KOMSOY, nAOrOC HflNOYTe NAT6A6I00Y H CO«JOY (P 130 2 9 CAH), and MN-/OYN-; €N€MNPUIM6 NKOTK H TA2€ (IV 180.3). Consider 
also the rare bracketing # base [(actor -f v. lexeme) + (actor + v. lexeme )] # nn€Pujm€ 2PAI nzhtn C€«ih-2NO h n€H2HT OYAaw 
an (IV 85.6f.), and the variation “JAYOMkoh nzoyo *€-nnaxooc x€-mooytw (A 1 241). 

34 € -f infinitive, €TP€- occur as bracketed verbal predicates: IV 94.27f., 61.7f., 20f. (see Ch. 7 n. 63). 

33 Pattern (b) with the relative converter corresponds to Jespersen’s “exhausted relative *\ See Wiesmann 1927:67f., 
Till §483, Shisha-Halevy 1976a:51; for Egyptian, cf. De Buck, JEA 23:162 (1937). See §2.8.4 for the analogous pattern with 
the Second-Tense converter. 

38 Cf. Steinthal-Misteli 1893:50; Till 1928:§202e; Nagel 1969:465ff.; Browne 1976:231; Quecke 1977:77f. The con¬ 
struction is especially common, on the one hand, in Gnostic texts, on the other in late Sahidic ones. Note that a juncture contour 

noun syntagm . noun syntagm usually characterizes the “ Trimembral ” # subject -f- copula 4- predicate # Nominal Sentence 

pattern (also the Wechselsatz # N 1 ne N 2 #), in contrast to the # predicate -f pron. subject 4- nominal (lexical) subject # 
one: n»UH nt€*yxh nzcnpuimc cyapxci mnn€toyapx€i cxujoy ne xooc... (A 2 76) / apa noYNOH noy^hpe eboa zntmntpmmao 

eNTAneneiujT taac haw ne oy2ooy (ibid. 364) / nAweptuoY A€ zujujw naikaioc NTAnHOYTe + ntchh€ czpai erooTOY ne hxi-kba mhooy 
(/// 90.5f.). Note the punctuation in: 2 €Nsihp€ ayuj 2€N»eepe epencuiSJ TO 2IUJOY* N€ 2€NPUJM€ cyxujmmoc xe... (Or. 153.27ff.) 
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OYON HIM NTAYAI NTAUJP6A MFIEnNA CTOYAAB KOTOY ( Ch . 150.42ff.) / €P€N€TOYH2 2NN€IT0f10C HAAAON 
A€ NPUJMC NTAYTAN20YT0Y 0 MHNTP6 (IV 84.drc.) / NTOnOC NTAflCOEIT HnONHPON NN€T+ OYB€N6Y€PHY 
€TB€2APnAZ€ MtlPAN 2ANOYB nUI2 €MAY (III 35.2ff.) / HH €P€N»HP€ MPKAK6 MNritfOCM NTAYllUJT N0€ N2€N~ 
BA90P €YnHT 2 AH 20 NMHOYI NAAOOY... (ibid. 87.22ff.). Also III 128.I9f., 221.24ff., IV 46.8f., 108.2f., 
163.7f., 56.1 If., 17.9ff., A I 150-1, etc. 

(7) ‘ A6KAAC €H€-/(€)NN€H- \ closer than ‘ A6KAAC + (interposition) + conjunctive (delimitation 7; 
see §7.2.6.1 [c]). 

(8) 4 (pro)noun [-> (resumption)] ’ (in various constructions), closer than 4 (pronoun [-> (no resump¬ 
tion)] ’ (delimitation 8). Examples: oy«jaa€... enanoym eaooh (A 2 462) / 2A2 M€N n«iaa€ ayuj nzwb 

AIAOOY (Ch. 50.20ff.) / nAI 6TMMAY AYUf NCIKOOYE I1NOYTE NAKPINE 2NTMHTE MflAI HNNAI €THMAY (III 130. 
7f.) / A« MMfYXH... NETMMMAY AN NtSHlCATANAC (ibid. 211.8f.) / ENMHH»tfE NTAKAOOC A€-C€AI“2NAAY NAH 
(Ch. 41.12ff.) / NTOK n€TOYAUIK €BOA N2HTK NN€YnA0OC (ibid. 21.18ff.) / NTOnOC NTATICO€IT MnONHPON... 
nuJ2 €MAY (ibid. 129.23ff.). There is'no doubt a need to refine further the gradation of cohesion (e.g. 
by kind and 44 strength ” of anaphoric exponents; consider [Ench. 74-5] N€T€P€nAi AUl NHTN NNAI) and 
relate it to anaphoric concord, which similarly displays allomorphic 44 assimilation ” conditioning: the 
derelevantization in a given environment of a morphological opposition that is elsewhere pertinent. 

Additional links discussed elsewhere (see n. 26): the compatibility and ordering of enclitics (see §6.0. 
3.2); negative syncategorization and personal maintenance between the nucleus and the conjunctive (ad¬ 
nexal modifier), see §7.1.2.2. 

6.0.2.2 Delimitations. (0) Devalidization of link (0); ensuing boundary: lexeme stem (tamuj-tn) 

(1) Labializable morpheme or morpheme-part not labialized before a secondary (conditioned) labial 
(cf. link 1); ensuing boundary: prefix ] [assimilatedprefix. 2NMMOOY (Wess. 9 91a 27f.), NMMOYI (A 2 383), 
NMnoAic (III 132.15). 

(2) Negation of link (2). Ensuing boundary: converter] [N-AN negatived Bipartite (pronominal actor). 

(3) Negation of link (3). Ensuing boundary: converter ] [N-AN negatived Bipartite (nominal actor) 37 . 

(4) Opposition to link (4). Ensuing boundary: determinator ] [several coordinated noun lexemes. 

(5) Opposition to link (5). Ensuing boundary: (several) base / converters] [(several) predicative verb- 
lexemes. 

(6) Opposition to link (6). Ensuing boundary: base/converter + nominal actor] [pred. verb lexeme ; 
examples: A-... AH- (IV 205.15ff.), NTA-... 6NTAH- (Sec. Perf., 7//90.8f.), 6P9AN-... €Y«fAN- (Ch. 41.1 Iff., 
parall. Ill 80.15f.), €P€-... €Y- (Sec. Pres., ///209.13ff.), €N€P€- ... €N€Y- (RE 10 164b 12ff.) 38 . The extended 
intervening segment in this case is symptomatic of the open(er) juncture. A similarly telltale phenomenon 
is the intercalability of the parenthetic — n€AAH — 44 said he ” 39 : antecedent] [rel. form (A I 228, A 2 

€»xe-e€ NN€T€P€TOPrH NA€I GXUJOY €BOA X€“MNTAY“IC HMAY X€... • T€ 9€ ON CTOYNAXUIAX... (Ch. 185.8flf.; also A 1 131, 234, 
/// 223.10f.). One could formulate the distinction also by postulating two jncj morphemes, differing in prosodic properties (see 
§1.1.2.3, spec. obs.). — Note the punctuation in ( Besa 48.7f.) T€TN2€- T€ TN2€, N€TN2BHY€ • N€ N€N2BHY€, vs. lack of punctuation 
in other types of Norn. Sentence (42.23, 48.17, 42.17, 51.13). 

37 One may include here the second person feminine singular: €P€CurrM AN ({ere-Q-sotm an}) vs. €NT€CUITM AN, perhaps also 
more open than Gmciutm an. Cf. Rosen 1964:182: “ Two segments apparently adjacent, but separated by a zero segment, join 
in a different degree of juncture than either of them would join with a medium segment that was not zero ”. 

38 See Young 1969:400. Note other cases of morpheme resumption: N- ... NHNA- an (IV 11.15f.), MH GP^AN-... HH PlU + 
apodosis (A 2 26), GH/XG- ... GSXG- (IV 28.16ff.). 

39 Cf. Kiecker’s well-known discussion of the “ Schaltesatz” in various languages, Glotta 11:179-183 (1921); also IF 30: 
145-185 (1912), IF 32:7-23 (1913). For the “ vocative ” as a parenthetic prosodic indicator, consider (P 130 2 6 riH) 2UI <5G GPO 
TCYNAruim gpgmi NNGT»oxn thpoy NG; cf. — ntok in §6.1.3, and E. Fraenkel 1965, Hintze I950:135ff. (on parenthesis ge¬ 
nerally). 
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192), extraposed noun] [main pattern (nPPO — n€ZAH — HNATAKO A 2 335, RE 10 159a 1 Of.; NB. ANOK 2tu 
— ne*AH — +HAOUTn III 17.20f. / nernHT tap — n€XA* — ahkatootm cboa P 130 4 102 vo), conj. carrier] 
[verballexeme ( 2 MnTP€TA*YXH — neXAH — 9TOPTP III 199.5f.), Second-Tense theme)[focalmodifier ( Wess. 9 
174d 29ff. / NTAlSUine TAP AN — ri€XAH — MnONHPOC NKGOYA A 2 431), nominal predicate (+ augens)] 
[pronominal subject (2€N»AHT€ THPOY — nexAY — N£ III 118.15f.), cataphoric referent ] [referate (NA«a 
N2€ KAUJ MMOC — ri€XAH — X€- A 2 430, also ibid. 432-3 [all not Sh.], 453), verbal nucleus] [expansion 
(HI 99.8f., Wess. 9 140a 15ff. / 2U) tap — nexAH — eneoYoeia ntahoyging P 131 9 20 ka; between two co¬ 
ordinated clauses, — fl€XAH- AYU) — Wess. 9 161d lOflf.), and, surprisingly, rel. converter (prenominal!)] 
[conv. Nominal Sentence (TAI T€ 0€ €T€P€ — n€XAH — OYnCTtSOYGIT n€... A 2 435 [not Sh.], collated). Yet 
another symptom, still in need of being refined, is the prosodic slot open for enclitics (§6.0.3, and note 
the position of enclitics in the exx. quoted above). 

(7) Opposition to link (7). Ensuing boundary: XEKAAC] [“ eventual "-apodotic conjunctive. 

(8) Absence of resumption 40 of a (pro)noun (stylistically, anacoluthic construction 41 ): (IV 108.17f.) 
ANON 2U)U)N 2UIB NIM €TNA2€ NAY 2A2THN NNAC2AI NHTN / (III 24. lOf.) n€T€P€n2HT 6€ MtlOYA noYA NASOriH... 
nCTHNASXOOM NTUITN CTCOOYN / (Ch. 85.Iff.) N0€ €TKHI-POOY» ZAflCOOYTN / (IV 26.13) TAI T€ 0€ NTA~ 
nxoeic + NOY»HP€ NABPA2AM / (/// 21.13f.) N200Y 6TGC00YN H 6T6TNCOOYN X€~»AI€I SAPUJTN / (7^80.If.) 
n€200Y H nNAY €+NATUJ"» AN 60YUJM / (IV 34.9f.) TAPXH NTAWCUJNT MnPUJMG / (III 68.2f.) flKAIPOC 6NTAN- 
BAPBAPOC »UIA / (P 131 7 45 ro) PMA CT6HAYP-2UJB €flN€2/(77/ 138.261T.) n€l»AX€ CNAY +NATOAMA NTAXOOC 
MHCMTO €BOA NNACNHY... X€~... 

Additional delimitations, treated elsewhere 42 : topicalized quotation] [focus (§2.7.2.4, (b) topic: 4 Basic 
Tense + interrogative modifier more open than 4 Second Tense + interr. modifier \ 


6.0.2.3 The question of the definition and delimitation of the word, far from being banal or trivial 
is as perplexing in Coptic as it is in other languages or in general linguistics. The futility of the attempt 
to apply universally any of the criteria currently suggested was admitted as early as 1949 (at the Sixth 
International Congress of Linguists, Oslo) 43 . Different “words” — semantic, lexical, prosodic, syn¬ 
tactic, morphologic, paradigmatic — are not coextensive; such properties as autonomy, separability, 
bondage, semasiological or prosodic weight are gradient and relative. The definition, tacitly accepted 
unanimously — “ minimal free form ” (originally Bloomfield’s) — cannot be uncritically accepted, since 

free ”, even 44 form ” all beg the question, being values that are questionable, relative or 


cc 


minimal 


99 


4 4 


in need of definition (“ minimalness 


99 


also in Martinet’s “ signe minimum ” 


is as illusory as contextual 


independence; “ freedom ” and prosodic weight vary with the pattern; 44 form ” is just an empty termi¬ 
nological head-word). Often, a vague conception of the word is carried over from languages for which 
it has in some way been crystallized and as it were legitimized and perpetuated in word-dividing print, 
to serve as a model for unwritten languages and generally exotic ones. This is, however, hardly relevant 


40 To be distinguished from zero resumption, §3.1.1.1.0.1. 

41 One might aim at a general cohesional definition of anacoluthia, e.g. in cases like (/// 104.23ff.) X6KAC NTOK 2UIUIK 
... €KNA- AN (opener juncture than for X€KAC €NN€K), or (Ch. 88.22ff.) 6P9AN0YA A€ XOOC X€-+M€ Mnxoeic nNOYT€ 2Mfl€M2HT THPM 
mnt€H0»yxh thpc... where the 3rd>person pronoun is an exponent of cohesion that would be absent in the 1st person; in the case 
of (A 1 137) eN€n€N€iulT H TCNMAAY NCT2ATHN ... NTNNASN-2THN AN 2APOOY, the protasis - apodosis juncture is looser than in 
the “ orthodox ” €N€-, N€- na (ne) irrealis complex. 

42 Juncture would distinguish the two seams — and eventually the two morphs — in €N€ + conjugation form ; interrogative 
€N€ is followed by more open juncture: CN€ APA €Y»yoon 2NT€iOYCiA noyujt ( P 130 5 66 or), not affecting the actor pronoun by 
“converting" it from the prefix to the suffix paradigm: (X)€Ne+- (Ch. 95.33f.); consider also €N€AH“ (IV 184.2, vs. €N€NTAH- 
for the converter), €Ne i Sec. Tense (BMCat. p. 79 No. 194 f. 4). 

43 See Matthews 1974:Chs. 2, 5, 9; Barri 1977, for some discussions and further reff. to the extensive literature on this 
subject (and the related issue of morphology/syntax stratification). 
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to Coptic, where scriptio continua is the rule, and no length of intimate contact with Greek could change 
this; indeed, other than the isolated instances of syllable-division marking, this is almost the only consistent 
piece of evidence we have reflecting native grammatical theory. As a matter of fact, word-division in 
Coptic texts has ever been a pseudo-issue, purely the preoccupation of Western scholarship, rather than 
a meaningful issue of grammar 44 . In Coptic, we have syntagms — patterns of ordered categories, with 
distinctively varying juncture contours: 


A = H 

= CUJTM 

vs. 

A = nPUJMC W CUJTM 

ANT = 

OYPUJMC 

vs. 

OYPUJMC 

w nc 

-ccrn 

= npujMC 

vs. 

CUJTn w 

MnPUJMC 

H = CUJTM 

vs. 

npujMC s. 

✓ CUJTM 


Unless we use “ word ” as synonymous with these patterns, I cannot see that the term is called for by the 
system. Of the precise role of manuscript punctuation we are still ignorant. Both its purpose (rhetorical, 
dictionai?) and system(s), probably idiotextual or idiosyncratic with every scribe, must be decided for 
every text separately in conjunction with its grammatical norm. Punctuation marks, far from being 
“ sinnlos gesetzt ”, 44 nicht eben wichtig oder nothwendig , sondern der Ubersichtlichkeit eher hinderlich ” 4 ®, 
where not reading instructions, may be optional signals of junctural boundaries of different levels. N€K- 
NAPOY n€ (Ch . 13.42f.) is opposed to ~P'ATNOYT€ {ibid. 17.15) and “P’flOACMOC {ibid. 21.28); the comma 
before n€ {ibid. 25.23, 59.13) indicates prosodic characteristics of a distinct Nominal Sentence pattern; 
commas mark the opening and closing of a parenthesis {Or. 161.40f.), and so on. (Attention is drawn 
passim to punctuation in connection with syntactical issues.) 

6.0.3 Sub-sentence prosodic units: the colon; enclisis, hierarchies and placements. Beyond 
information on the parameter of cohesion inside patterns, the placement of certain kinds of element 
supplies us with data on the boundaries of prosodic units which make up, as constituent elements, the pros¬ 
odic structure of the whole: the cola. These are more easily isolated than defined in a dead language 
where we are in the dark regarding phonetic realities, and can see only their traces. We must content 
ourselves with those that are objective, non-circular and striking enough even to “ syntaktisch unbewaffnete 

44 Cf. Steinthal-Misteli 1893:290 (on “looseness” and independence of elements). There is to date no theoretical 
discussion of the Coptic word; various proposals for word-division systems have been a poor substitute (we do not even have 
a passable working definition of the “ word ” in Coptic). Initially devised with a practical view to facilitating the analysis of the 
text, these systems have acquired through time and use a kind of theoretical authority and significance, although none are based 
on a preliminary set of theoretical principles. Often, technical and grammatical considerations are inextricably mixed. To 
mention the main systems proposed or in use: Stern 1886 is the most reflective of all, and combines junctural-prosodic, semasio- 
logical and functional considerations, none quite consistent with the others: AE is separated (cf. 6xt), so are OYN, ncOYEN 
GT€ nAi ne (vs. etcuitm). MistelPs (1893) has maximal separation, employing the hyphen to mark some (not all) special cases 
of close juncture: EMnE-i nay € oy aikaioc € A n-xoEic kaa-h NCW-M/C-N€MH-i/MnE za\ nay. Till 1941 offers two arbitrary 
contrasting lists — his aim is clearly diacritic and practical. “ Lexical ” units are separated, “ grammatical ” ones are not: M€P€- 
neiurr vs. mepe (love) n€iurr; noyxiduime vs. n (bring) oyxujuime; ntefinoyte — vs. nte (of) finoyte ; ntetn- (conj.) vs. ntetn 
naujbhp. So too in Till 1960: here the professed motivation is to “ enhance the perspicuity of the text whatever combination 
is juncturally close may be written as a single stretch, but is divided to eliminate ambiguities: oynte nElurr nuiN2, + (inf.) 2ICE, 
na naeiote, AHP 2A2 nnobe, mn (“ with ”) TEMMAAY, am» (“ can ”) urn. Kasser 1965 introduces — together with separation 
of words — the apostrophe, thus applying a native Coptic division mark, albeit without precise statement of its role in MSS. 
It is used in close and open junctures alike: fia* et’ na’ fiem*; riAi* ne* nAoroc enta’ fien’eiujt et’oyab m’fipo*hthc afia sienoyte 
xooh. nim* n£T’NA’2iun n’net’p’nobe... See also Amllineau, Schenoudi , I, p. xxxviii and Sphinx 17:177-207 (1913), 18:1-30 (1914-5). 

45 In Shenoute, cf. Shisha-Halevy 1972 :§4.6.1 (for Chassinat), 1975:482-4 (for BLOr. 8664). 

46 Stern §§4, 635; cf. Peyron §9, Schwarze-Steinhal I §§46-50; Polotsky 1959:457 (= CP 236). For the junctural signifi¬ 
cance of the Boh. Djinkim, cf. Polotsky 1949. 


AnOr. 53 


Chapter 6. The Augens 


§6.0.3 


Aiigen ” 47 , and we must bear in mind that they are probably phantom-images of a colon, definable as 

“ an expiratory complex with a main stress unit ” 48 . One cannot say what the significance of our written 

cola is, in terms of “ real ” prosody (intonation, stress, pauses), just as no syntaxization can be really 

valid without suprasegmental data; yet these textual hints must be exploited for what they are worth. 

■ 

6.0.3.1 Foremost among the syntactic phenomena indicative of colon boundaries is the placement 
of the so-called “ enclitics ” — the amorphous class of words which are found to occupy the second po¬ 
sition in the sentence 49 . Yet this is thin ground, and we must walk with care, for it is after all by means 
of these self-same enclitics that the first (initial) position is defined. The circularity of the definition 
and the inadequacy of the conception of “ sentence ” as a prosodic unit become apparent once we extend 
our attention to native Coptic particles. On the basis of examples (a selection of which is given in §6.0, 
3.1.1) we arrive at the following statements: (a) enclitics are indexes of some prosodic articulation, following 
the distinction of an immobile Greek-origin core (M€N, A€, TAP) and a mobile native-origin periphery 
(6€, PUi, ON, NTOH, 2UIUIH, certain augentia). (b) Enclitics ride (not unlike corks on water) the (to us other¬ 
wise imperceptible) prosodic scheme. They are “ floated ” by the suprasegmental contour, and their 
actual placement is a co-product of their segmental relationships and this contour 50 ; this placement is 
neither secondary nor shifted, (c) Enclitics are placed as (!) colon-second, (2) colon-final (as colon¬ 
boundary signals 51 ; in a different view, this amounts to intercolary placement, the enclitics being dis- 
junctors, signalling something like a musical “ rest ”). (d) The following syntactical units (as isolated by 
enclitics) occur as separate cola: conjugation forms (+ expansion); Nominal Sentence patterns; noun 
syntagms, extraposed noun syntagms, expanded noun syntagms; modifiers, incl. coordinatives or dis¬ 
junctives: AYiu, H, OYT€, AAA A; in focalization patterns, the theme, focus or both together may constitute 
a colon. 


6.0.3.1.1 A representative selection of examples — colon boundaries for which I believe there is 
segmental signalling — are indicated (see also §6.0.2.2 (6), for — nexAH — as intercolary boundary mar¬ 
ker): ANON A€ 2UJUJN | OY n€TNNA*OOH (7/7 29.10) / MAPCflOYA TAP | nOYA MOSTH (ibid. 110.6f.) / 20TAN 
A€ | n€NCON | 6PSIAN- (ibid. 101.1 If.) / NAI TAP THPOY | €P“IANnNOYT€ P“2NAH | C€NAflAPAK€ (ibid. 31.6f.) / 
2Mnei»AA€ TAP | NTAflAI 6THMAY H€l... (IV 164.9f.) / AN0N"2€NPIUH€ TAP | (ibid. 155.If.) / 6NNA+-2HY TAP 
I NOY (ibid. 184.7) / APX6AAOC A€ ON | nCmCKOnOC 2UJUJH NKAPXAPIC | AH- (777 109.4f.) / 2NOY“JCN€ A€ | 
2UIC 6^X€-NTAYmJJ»C N2HT | NTAYFIUJSC TAP | n200YT H€N | NTAHt HIICHHI NOY9MMO... (ibid. 96.24f.) / 
N«J€€P6 A€ | TOY6I M€N | ACf-niUC 2UIUIC ON | (ibid. 97.If.) / OYN2€NAH TAP | “JOOn | COn M€N | “IAY- | COn A€ ON 
“JAY - (ibid. 48.6ff.) / €niAH I AKXOOC A€ ON I 2NN€K«JAX€ N€nPA (ibid. 81.12) / €BOA TAP AN | A€-€HO 
eriAl NTOH | N6I- (ibid. 66.2f.) / ...NHmU2 A€ ON I HnH2 PUJ I (ibid. 113.13f.) / N6T6NOYH N€ A€ I N€ N6XHPA 
MNNOP4ANOC (ibid. 93.l8f.) / 2€N€BOA TUJN | N€(v./. 26N6BOA 6£ | TUJN | N€, ibid. 216.17) / +NAM-n2AT TAP | 
(Leyd. 3 1 1) 52 / AlA€-m«JAA€ fUl ON I MHAPK6AIN0C (777 31.27) / €TP€Y+-NAnPPO | HHPPO ON (ibid. 88.18) / 
NTOH n€ ANON | 2Hn€TN€iP€ MMOH (Ch. 90.8ff., if NTOH is taken as an augens and not as a term in an identify- 

47 E. Fraenkel 1964a :73. Fraenkel’s classic studies (1964a-c, 1965), with those of Wackernagel 1892 and Polotsky 
1961, have been the main source of inspiration for the present discussion; see also J. J. Fraenkel 1947. 

48 E. Fraenkel 1964c:135ff., 138; cf. Czermak 1928 and 1931:79f. 

" Weil I879:90ff.; Wackernagel 1892; Lauer 1959; E. Fraenkel 1964, 1965; Hellwig 1974, esp. p. 160ff. For Egyp- 
tian-Coptic, see Czermak I931:129ff.; Polotsky 1961. Fecht 1964 and Save-SOderbergh 1949 are motivated rather by metric 
and not essentially syntactic considerations: “stress” and “accentuation” have within this frame of reference a connotation 
different from (though certainly related to) that of non-metric sentence prosody. (For further references, see Polotsky 1961: 
313 n. 2.) 

50 Cf. Hellwig 1974:164fF. 

61 Cf. Polotsky 1961 :esp. 295ff., 303ff. Polotsky’s “ Spitzenwort ” is often, if not always, a whole colon; cases like N©€ 
TAP NNPUIMC... (/// 181.3) are possibly instances of colon-second placement, although even here we may have colon-final or inter¬ 
colary placement. 

52 See Emmel 1981: esp. 137fF. 
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ing Wechselsatz “ntoh fie anon”) / OYO€i AE | NAN NTOH | €P«IAN — (/// 174.15,28). Instances of “ Kurz- 
kolon ” 53 : MH TAP I MNPUJME... (IV 180.12) / OYTE PUJ I MN2HY (A I 46) / 2MF1EOYOEI4J €TMMAY | H ON Te- 
NOY (IV 205.lOf.) / H PUJ | AnTAKO OYUJ EHE1 (III 105.6) / NIM NTOH | F1ETCOOYN (III 200.22) / €IM€ NTOH | 
UJ NPUJME NATCUJTM (ibid. 165.19) / AAAA | EBOA NTOH j XE- (P 130 1 139 TH€) / +NAF1EI0E MHUITN MF1ECNAY 
| AYUJ THPN | TNNAPAHJE (A 2 403) / AYUJ NTOH | XPHCmnOC (III 32.If.) / AK4JUJUJXE MnATBNH | H NTOH | 
KE2UJB (ibid. 62.25f.) / AYUJ 6E | MF1ETNXE-AAAY (ibid. 185.3) / NTOH TAP | AYOJ F1EHEIUJT | OYA N€ (RE 11 
17a 2) / ENMEEYE | EOY 6E TENOY | (IV 183.7) / ANON 2UIUIN | CEKUJTE ON | NCA~ (HI 142.18f.) / AAAA | 
NAM€ n€ I riEHOYUJSJ n€ | etpe- (ibid. I3I.!5f., cod. B; see §6.0.3.3). 

6.0.3.2 Enclitics: relative placement and compatibilities. As suggested above, the place¬ 
ment of any member of a pattern is a facet of its categorial, i.e. functional essence. A study of the com¬ 
bined and relative placement of enclitics , however, is instructive of their prosodic hierarchy and relative en - 
cliticity. Observe in the following table: (1) Since factors of semasiological as well as prosodic compatibility 
are at play here, it is extremely difficult to classify non-attestation in this case as significant (systemic) 
or accidental. However, presumably accidental (provisional) non-occurrence is indicated by parentheses: 
(—). (2) One must remember that this presentation is extremely simplified, ignoring (for the sake of 
convenience) (a) the interdependence of word and pattern prosodic properties, (b) the possible influence 
of various prosodic patterns transcending the syntactic ones, (c) the influence of the environment in general, 
and neighbouring particles in particular, and (d) the possibility, not to be ignored, of mobility — flexible 
placement — of individual enclitics. 


Table I 


-> 

MEN 

TAP 

AE 

PUJ 

<se, 

NTOH 

AN 

ON 

2UJUJH 

<5€ 2 

nE 

MEN 

X 

+ 

— 

4 

(-) 

+ 

(-) 

+ 

(-) 

(-) 

(-) 

(-) 

TAP 

— 

X 

— 

(-) 

(-) 

(-) 

+ 

+ 

+ 

(-) 

+ 

A€ 

— 

4 

X 

(-) 

(-) 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

(-) 

+ 

PUJ 



— 

X 

(-) 

+ 

+ 

h 

(-) 

L 

(-) 

(-) 

+ 


s 

* -- 

— 

— 

x. 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

• 

« 

+ 

• 

NTOH 

— 

— 

— 


— 

X 

+ 

(-) 

• 

(-) 


AN 

— 


— 

_ 


{ 

+ 

X 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

ON 

-- 

— 


— 


+ 

— — 

X 

(-) 

(-) 

+ 

2UJUJH 

— 


— 

— 


— 

% 

+ 

X 

(-) 

+ 

6€ 2 



— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

(-) 

(-). 

X 

(-) 

ne 

— 


— 

-- 

— 

—— 


— 

—— 


X 


Documentation: mcn tap: P 131 4 158 ro (Denniston 67) 54 : men tap — A€ — ae —, — tap relating 
the whole complex to the preceding cotext, M6N cataphorically to the A€-related sequence. M€N 6€:Ench. 
77b. M€N an: III 33.16f., 34.19, 94.25. TAP AN: III 55.14, 66.2. TAP on: III 85.13f. TAP 2UJUIH : P 131 5 
65 ro. TAP n€: III 32.22, 66.4. tap an n€: Or. 168.10f. A€ AN: A 2 4, IV 71.13f. A€ ntoh: III 46.5f., 


53 Cf. Lauer 1959:70. 

54 Other ready-imported Greek particle amalgams are APAre (Denniston 43; A 2 334. To be related in some way to the 
very common APA tf€—- IV 179.2, 193.8, III 71.23, 220.15f., Ch. 11.9f., 164.18ff. ?); oykoyn (both ouxoGv and ooxoov, ///24-5, 66.17, 
93.14f., Wess. 9 142b 28ff.); mh APA (<5€) {III 80.25f., IV 129.8, 193.8, Ch. 110.26f.); KAlTOirc (Denniston 564; Ch. 81.5f., 138.5f., 

158.1 If., Wess. 9 13lb 15f.) and kaitoi (IV 38.1f.); KAirAP (xal yap, Denniston 108ff.; Ill 32.18, 461f., 135.29, IV 19.16, 92.19, 

184.1 If.). 
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145.12f. A€ 2UIUIM : III 65.16; this is A€ marked as adversative. A€ ON: 7/7 37.4; A€ marked as additive or 
non-adversative. An extremely common combination, more frequent than A€ alone (A€ in its various com¬ 
binations is the most frequent of all Greek-origin particles in Shenoute). A€ ri€: 777 60.29, 110.20; rather 
rare, the usual form being A€ on ne (in 7/7 52.18, 53.25 we have A€ preceding the copular , not pronominal 
ne). PUJ NTOH : Ch. 42.1 Off. PUJ an: A 2%l y 77722.19, 211.17, 215.2f. PUlfl€:C/?. 17.4f., Ill 164.9f. AN: 

Ch. 157.28ff. <J€ X ON: Wess. 9 88a 14f., Ill 199.10. 2UJUJH : Ch. 112-3, Young 15. 6e 1 n€: 7/7 216.17, 
Mun. 177, Ench. 94a. NTOH AN: A 1 135 NTNOYA9H NTOH AN / Ch. 52.37ff. 2UJC €OYPUIM€ NTOH AN ri€ / 

ibid. 198.45AF. MH 6Y+-CBUJ NAN NTOH AN. NTOH n€: III 105.24f., 145.12f. AN NTOH: only in rhetorical ques¬ 
tions (usually introduced by H, mh): III 105.24f. H apna an ntoh ne... / P 130 2 71 Pne... h gtbgtmntat- 

CUJTM AN NTOH AN€IKOOY€ XUJK €BOA... / A l 125 HH €TB€OY2P€ AN NTOH NCAPKIKON... AN ON: Wess. 9 120a 

24f. 5S . AN 2UJUJH: Mun. 177. AN <se 2 “ not anymore ”: Ch. 80.32flf., Ench. 85b, BLOr. 3581A 93 (No. 
209 2 vo). AN n€: IV 157.15f. ON NTOH “ at least ”: III 93.24. ON n€: III 42.23, A l 250. 2UJUJH ON: 

III 65.16. 2 UJUIH n€: IV 207.3. 

Needless to say, this expose covers no more than a paragraph in some future comprehensive work 
on Coptic prosody, written to integrate “ particles ” with other pattern constituents (especially modifiers ). 
One can nonetheless make out at least seven prosodic paradigms (or fillers of prosodic slots) on a scale 

of decreasing encliticity (no compatibility within each group, only commutation). In syntagm, the par¬ 
ticle higher on the list precedes the lower: 

(1) M€N 

(2) TAP, A€ 

(3) PUJ, <5€ 1 

(4) AN 

(5) NTOH, 2UJUJH 

. (6) <$€ 2 , ON 

(7) n€ 


Note: These compatibilities are valid only within a single-colon-extent , and thus constitute a link 
(§6.0.2.1). Consider (77793.18) - noyh N€ | A€ N€ / (7// 97. If.) meepe A€ | TOY6I M€N | / (A 1 123) OYSmHPG 
n€ | NTOH | €H»AN (for the compatibility and relative placement of particles and augentia see §6.1.0.1). 
Group (6) is closest to the modifier hypercategory. (To this group may be assigned the “ particular ” 

T€NOY, see §1.3.4.) 6£ x : 6€ 2 : (3:6), based on AN 6€ z “ not... anymore ” vs. <$€ x AN “ not... then ”. 


ne is 




not a particle but an enclitic pronoun in the Bimembral Nominal Sentence pattern (see §1.1.2.3 and note 36). 
<5G 2 and ne are the only absolutely final particles; as such, they form final boundary signals of the relevant 
junctural extent (colon), ntoh (5) can probably be resolved into ntoh x “ on the other hand ”, “just 
grade (3), and ntoh 2 “ at least ”, “ only ”, grade (6), before n€ — on the strength of the opposition AN 
NTOH 2 : NTOHx an (for NTOH and 2UIUIH see also §§6.1.2.3, 6.1.3.4). 


6.0.3.3 “The case of the ‘ foreshadowed enclitic ’ ”. One of the most intriguing phenomena 
to do with the linear behaviour of enclitics is their occasional double simultaneous occurrence in a single 
syntactic unit — once in the colon-second /final conditioned “ secondary ” (or better in the prosodic- 
structure overrule) position, and again in the constructional syntactic-structure (“primary”) position. 
This provides us with a neat junctural index confirming the colon delimitation 56 . I find the following 
enclitics with this property: 

55 See Layton 1979:173ff. 

58 Cf. (for the Greek &v) Wackernagel 1892:394, 396ff., 399ff. and E. Fraenkel, Beobachtungen zu Aristophanes (Rome, 
1962) pp. 89ff., 216 (on jxs, ti, For Coptic, this phenomenon has not (to the best of my knowledge) been discussed; 
it is usually discredited by the editors and “ buried ” in apparatuses. Outside Shenoute, 1 note (Bohairic) Acta Martyrum (CSCO, 
edd. Balestri-Hyvernat) I 106.26 cod. A, 143.20f., 144.20, all exx. of n€; II 246.5f, (ON), 351.24f., 17.26 (A€), 323.16 (rAP), 306.9f. 
(NA-»); (Bohairic) Gen. 43:32 (ri€; see Andersson 1904:39). See Dictionary 256a for two exx. of “ repeated " ON. 
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(a) n€, by far the most common: (IV 52.27) ayui ncoOY Neon 2IPOY2E ne bomt neon ne ( subject , p re 
dicate-ne) / (A 2 447, not Sh.) oymytpon (sic) ne nkoinon ne (predicate- ne) / (A 2 111) mh nnai an nc 
nexmo mn 2€NtcooYe eNAStuoY Ne Nxmo ( predicate - ne, subject) / (IV 104.9 cod. A) oyanahcaion Ae 
ON ne NT€iK€2e ne neiiceOYA (predicate - ne, subject) / (A 2 196, parall. Ill 131.15f. cod. B) aaaa name 
ne nenoYiua ne erpeY- (subject - ne - predicate ; Amdlineau’s note: “ lisez: aaaa namc nenoYUJB ne; i e 
mot NAM€ s’employant comme adverbe et ne comportant pas la presence d’un enclitique qui se trouve 
d’ailleurs apres le mot suivant, comme il doit s’y trouver d’apres la grammaire. ”) / (Mun. 103) €TeN€NTAY 
BUine mmaaakoc Ne 2PAI NaHTe N€ (ret.-predicate - ne). Perhaps also III 22.12ff., 75.16f., both alternatively 
interpretable as instances of the # modifier - fl€ # predication, §1.2.1.2. Compare also instances of (nc) 
eicne ah — ne in irrealis apodoses, e.g. (A I 95) eN€Y2N2eNiceMA... n€YNAkoncoy h Neeicne aykoncoy ne 
also ibid. 107. 

(b) an: (A 2 475) (TAOI2€) TAI NTANeTOYAAB XOOC AN eTBHHTOY AN AAAA €TBHHTN X€... (cf. 476, 
with a single negator; §2.9.1.1-2) / (ibid.) OYTe ntCOCMOC AN NNCAHY 6TAB6 6POOY NABNA2M0Y AN eiUMC. 

(c) ON (IV 150.4, not Shenoute) AYUJ ON NHCMOY ON NiJinXOeiC. 

(d) NTOH (A l 295, quot. from Deut. 31 :27) NAB NTOH N2e MNNCAnAMOY NT6TN+-NOY<SC NAH AN NTOH. 


6.0.3.4 Polar placement. Another intriguing placement phenomenon, which I cannot integrate 
in a broad theory, is the polar placement of the augens 2UUUIH in the Nominal Sentence pattern. The augens 
is colon-(or at least pattern-)/?/!^/ when referable to a pronoun inside the pattern, but colon-second when 
its referate follows the pattern (differently Polotsky 1961:306 [+ n. 4] = CP 410): ( Wess. 9 171c 15f.) 
OYNOB€ NAI tl€ 2U)’ / (III 179.13f.) riETNMnBA TAP ri€ 2UITTHYTN, Vi. (Ill 187.12) TAI 2UJTTHYTN T€ TCTN2E 
/ (P 130 1 140 TMZ-H) N€n€T€BBE 2UUUUC ON H€ 6TP6YTAAY NAC / (RE II ( 18a 24f.) 26NIOYAAI 2UIOY NBPP6 N€ 
/ (A I 260) TAI 2UIH (sic) T€ 0€ MflAIABOAOC / (A 2 45) 26NnPOAOTHC 2UIOY NPEMAIOYE AYUJ NAnOCTATHC N€. 


6.1.0.1-3 The augens: paradigms and compatibilities, a synoptic preview 

In the following tables, “ + ” signifies normal (strong) documentation, “ (+) ” significantly weak 
documentation, “ — ” significant non-attestation, “ (—) ” (probably) accidental non-attestation. 

6.1.0.1 Minimal combinatory (reference) patterns (augens/referate framing) 


Table II 


Referate 

T HP- 

2UMJ- 

{nto-J 

MMIN MMO- 

• 

MAYAA- 

Determinator ( 

| def. 

+ 

+ 

+ 

(+) 

+ 

Sgl. | 

i indef. 

+ 

— 

— 

— 

+ 


0 

— 



— 

— 

pi. 

def. 

+ 

+ 

+ 

— 

+ 

indef. 

+ 

(+) 

— 

— 

+ 

Actor pronoun 



+ 

+ 

— 

+ 

Sgl. 

) 2 

1 

(+) 

+ 

+ 

— 

(-) 


! 3 

(+) 

+ 

+ 


+ 


l 1 

+ 

+ 

+ 


+ 

PI. 

' 2 

f 

+ 

+ 

+ 


(-) 


/ 3 

+ 

+ 

+ 

— 

+ 
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Referate 


Object pronoun 
(or actor + obj.) Sgl. 


ner- 


N€T- 

Noun + €T“ 


Imperative 
(+ expansion) 


Zero referate 


nuw, n€H- 


Independent 

pronoun 


PL ' 


Sgl, 


PL 


SgL 


PL 


Sgl. 2 

I 3 


PI. ! 


Pronominal subject 


in Norn. Sent. 


sgi. ; 


{nc} 


PL 


THP 


§6.1.1.1(d) 


2UJUJ 


{NTO*} 


MMIN MMO 


MAYAA 



+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 


+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 


+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 


+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
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6.1.0.2 Augens placement: Table III 


augens placement 

THP* 

2UJUJ* 

{NTO-} 

MAYA A- 

MMIN MMO 

post-rejerate: immediate 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

non-immediate 

(+) 

+ 

+ 

(-) 

(~) 

pre-referate: immediate 

(+) 

+ 

+ 

— 

— 

non-immediate 

(+) 

+ 

+ 


— 


Non-immediate placement: the augens is separated from its nucleus (referate) by an element (or elements), 
which is not a grammatical entity, nor an enclitic, nor a simple expansion. Two prosodic groups emerge: 
on the one hand, 2UJUJ* and NTO*; on the other hand, MAYAA* and MMIN MMO*; THP* occupies an inter¬ 
mediate position. (The paradigmatic affinity of 2UJUJ* with NTO* on the one hand, and of MAYAA* with 
MMIN MMO* and thp* on the other hand, is also corroborated by the data presented in Table IV.) 


6. 1.0.3 Augens/augens and augens/enclitic: compatibilities and arrangement 

■ Table IV 



THP* 

2WUJ* 

{nto *=} 

MAY” 

AA* 

MMIN 

MMO* 

AC 

TAP 

AN 

ON 

1 

6£ 

PUI 

{nej 

THP* 

X 

— 

— 


— 

— 

— 

+ 

• i 

+ 

— 

— 

+ 

2UJW* 

+ 

X 


+ 

+ 

— 

— 


+ 

— 

— 

+ 

{nto«*} 

— 

— 

X 


— 

— 

-- 

1 

+ 


■ - - 

— 

+ 

MAYAA* 

— 

— 

+ 

X 

+ 

j 

— 

+ 

— 

— 

— 

+ 

il 

— 


— 

— 

X 


— 


— 


— 

— 

AC 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

(-) 

1 

* 

• 

See Table I * 

(§6.0.3.2) 

rAP 

+ 

— 

— 

(-) 

(-) 

AN 

+ 

— 

+ 

+ 

+ 

ON 

+ 

— 

+ 

— 

— 

6£ 

+ 

+ 

— 

— 

— 

PUI 



+ 

— 

— 

{ne| 

— 

+ 

— 

— 

+ 
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Documentation: thp- an: Wess. 9 143b 4ff., A 2 238-9, C7i.52.53fT.; THP- ON: III1 3.2; THP- {nc}: 
see §6.1.1.2.4. 2uiui- on (very common): 7/7 66.8, P 130 1 139 tme, etc.; 2UJTTHYTN ntujtn: A 2 468; 2U)UI« 
I {NTO-} + Noun (§ 6.1.3.3): Ch. 56.30flf„ A 1 \6 E20YN EOYON NIM AYU1 E20YN EPOI 2UI ANOK nCICAAXICTOC; 
2 UJUI- MMIN MMO- A I 261; 2UIUI- THP- A 1 373; 2UJUI- {flE} see §§6.0.3.4 and 6.1.2.2c. {nto-} AN: Ch. 
156.Iff., Ill 65.8; {nto-} {ne}: §6.1.3.2 (c), Wess. 9 147d 28f., IV 207.7. MAYAA- MMIN MMO-: III 146.24f. 
(cf. MAYAA- + MMIN mmo-, §6.1.4.4); MAYAATN anon + Noun: A 2 31; MAYAA- {ne}: Wess. 9 125b 18f., 
IV 207.6. A£ 2UIUI- : A I 374, III 65.16 (A€ 2UIOY ON), A I 261 (A£ 2UIUIH MMIN MMOH); {A€ nto-}: Ch. 86.3f., 
15.28f., A 1 192, IV 12.7; A€ THP-: A l 289, III 46.1 Of.; A€ MAYAA-: III 46.12. TAPTHP-: III 31.6 Ch. 
165.44ff., A 2 546, P 131 s 20 KA. AN {NTO-}: IV 207.7, A 2 78, A l 74, 205, 77/211.17, IV 38.21, 193.15; 
ANTHP-:/12 151, 7K20.20f.; AN MAYAA-: Wess. 9 144c 24ff.; AN MMIN MMO-: A 2 459. ON THP—: Wess. 18 
140b 8ff.; ON anon: P 130 2 65 vo. 6ETHP-: A 2 520; <SE 2UUUU-: 77767.17f., 107.14. PUl {nto-}: III 188.18f., 
Ch. 42.1 Off., Wess. 9 95a 20f. {ne} MMIN MMO-: III 202.27ff., Wess. 9 156a 4ff. 

We note that (a) TAP, A€, <»£, PUJ all precede the augens, (b) some augentia ({NTO-}, THP—, MAYAA-) 
precede {ne}, mmin mmo- follows it, while 2UJUJ- occurs in both positions, under a special conditioning 
(§6.0.3.4) 57 ; (c) the placement oppositions: AN THP-: thp- an, AN {nto-}: {nto-} an, an mayaa- : MAY¬ 
AA- an are all formally definable as the difference between adjunctal negation of the augens ( 'augens ->AN’) 
and augential modification of a locally negated(pro)noun (‘ AN -^-augens '). {nto-} an is much less common 
than AN {NTO-} (the former occurs in focalization patterns). THP- AN too occurs in focalization patterns, 
while AN THP- is characteristic of rhetorical questions. I cannot find any regulation for MAYAA- AN v$. 
AN MAYAA-. 


6.1.1 “All”, “ entire(ly) ” ( totus , universus 58 ): group or unitary totality (integrality). 


6.1.1.1 THP- IN COHESION WITH PRONOMINAL REFERATES IN VERB SYNTAGMS. (a) Actor Suffix- 
pronouns; (A 1 48) TNMOKZ N2HT THPN 2IOYCOH / (Ch. 155.27f.) TAI T6 ee ETETNnHT THPTN / (A 1 381) 

AHTPEYauinc thpoy (sim. A 2 355, IV 36.21, RE 70 161b 1) / (IV 207.4f.) nentaymoy thpoy ceo nsmmo En- 

NOYTE H NETON2 CEHn THPOY EnNOYTE / (Ch. 90-1) ANaWriE NOE NNIAKAOAPTOC THPN / (A 1 302) NCEAHK 
EBOA AN THPOY. Additional exx.: 777 87.17, 140.2, IV 67.7, 109.16, 191.7f„ Ch. 97.10, 133.53ff., 162.44ff., 
etc. 

(b) Object (expansion) suffix-pronouns : (A 2 238-9) ENNAa&OOY thpoy an (sim. Ch. 52.53ff., 11.9f.) 
/ (Ch. 197-8) ...TAPNTAAY THPOY / (777 45.28) flAH NEBIUU nETCOTn N2HTOY thpoy (cf. ibid. 144.14f. 2UIB NIM 
E+EIPE MMUJTN NAI N2M2AA N2HTOY THPOY) / IV 36.5f., 49.16f., 5.20f., Mun. 161: N2HTOY THPOY, a recurring 
collocation, tending to the final position / (IV 20.20f.) mh mhnoyte 0 NN06 EPOOY AN thpoy. 

(c) Determinators; nuclei of relative forms/nuclei + anaphoric pronoun : (A I 87) NETOYH2 THPOY 2PAI 
N2HTE / (Ch. 18.19f.) NETENOYH THPOY (zero subject, but in 19.4f. NETENOYH THPOY NE) / (A 2 360) NETSOOn 
NAH THPOY / (Ch. 17.28f.) NETTUJOYN THPOY E2PAI E4UI0Y / (Wess. 9 129a 6f.) NCT2NMI1HYE THPOY / (P 130 4 
156 T5A) NETEffliHE EAAY THPOY) / (P 130 2 7 ne) NETE4I MMOOY THPOY EPO / (A I 121) NENTAHAAY NE THPOY 
/ (RE 10 163a 38) NETN2HTOY THPOY (ambiguous; sim. IV 36.22) / (A 1 266) NENTAYBOTOY EBOA THPOY. 
Note that here we find only plural referates. Additional exx.: Ch. 130.5f., A I 388, 446, RE 10 161b 20. 

(d) THP- with adverbal reference, in merely formal cohesion with an actor pronoun or nucleus of a 
relative form (here also singular): (RE 10 162a If.) nET20A6 thph / (A 1 14) riETHn EaiunE thph / (Ch. 
70.43f.) DAAIMUJN ETOYOaH THPH (sim. IV 175.1 If. ...NTOYlUaH THPK) / (A 2 396) EHNATBBO THPH NOYHP 


57 Jnto-J follows }n€j when they belong to different cola: zutc €»xe-NTOH ne | anon j ZMneTNeipe mmoh (Ch. 90.9f.). 

58 Cf. Ebelihg 1905:51-87 (“ Tutto ' lauter ’ Lofstedt, Vermischte Studien zur lateinischen Sprachkunde und Syntax, 
Lund 1936, 209ff. ( toti = omnes), Brondal 1943: 125-132, Hofmann, “Die lateinischen Totalitatsausdriicke ", in Melanges... 
Marouzeau, Paris 1948, 283-290. 
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/ (IV 193.6f.) TC't'YXH NCO<S ET200Y THPC / (Ch. 22.3f.) fl2NO ET6AMAOMT THPH / NB. (A 1 463) NCA20Y THPOY 
ETCH2 THPOY, 

(e) Post-imperatival THP«* : (A l 70) KATAAAAEI <5E NCUJI THPTN. Cf. MIUtTN THPTM (/// 25.18). nxuiK 
A£ €BOA ne P-OY2HT NOYUlT THPTN ( Wess. 9 115b 5ff.) is a quotation (I Pet. 3:8). THP*> here has a zero re- 
ferate, and “ finitizes ” the infinitive (cf. §7.2.5 for the conjunctive in a similar function). Similarly, the 
post-imperatival augens explicates and specifies the gender/number category neutralized (syncretized) 
in the imperative form, 


6.1.1.2 THP»> IN COHESION WITH PRONOUNS OUTSIDE VERB SYNTAGMS 

6.1.1.2.1 Determinators, (a) Plural (definite article, demonstratives, possessive articles): (A 2 247) 
NENEIOTE THPOY NAPXAIOC / (A I 373) AN2AIP6TIKOC 2UIOY THPOY ETAI-OYA... €1 EBOA j (Ch. 179.1 Off.) NPEH- 
p-NOBE THPOY MflKA2 / ( Wess. 18 140b 8ff.) 2NNA1 ON THPOY EMflEYZHT 6N~APIK£ EPOOY AH / (III 1 18. 1 If.) 
NMAXE THPOY NZUIIO AYUJ NCA20Y THPOY €T€P€nAI AU) MMOOY NTAHAOOY THPOY ETBHHTN / (A 1 289) 
N€nPO«t>HTHC A€ THPOY MNNAnOCTOAOC THPOY MNNETOYAAB THPOY... / (III 215.24f.) SANTENEIPIKE THPOY 

9Wn£. 

(b) 2€N~ THPOY “ all sorts of... ”, especially frequent after 2ENKE- “ all kinds of other... ”: (Wess. 9 
172d 6ff.) 2ENKE2BHYE THPOY ENA9UIOY (sim. IV 30.28f.) / (IV 14.2If.) 2ENKOOYE THPOY NTEI2E (sim. ibid. 
115.10) / (A 1 114) nto neTNAEiPC 2 €Nn€ 0 OOY THPOY “ all sorts of evil ” (AmHineau’s translation, ” tous 
les maux ”, is wrong) / (A 2 504) +EIPE N2€Nn€TNANOYOY THPOY MnEKMTO EBOA. 

(c) Numbers + THPOY “whole”, “complete”: (IV 51.221.) ...E0YN20Y0 EOYOEIK NOYUJT NTOOTOY 

h CNAY H isasomt thpoy “three whole (loaves)” / (ibid. 71.4f.) mnncaoyebot h cnay h somt thpoy. 

(d) Singular definite article : unitary totality: " the whole ”, “all of the...”: (P 131* 108 ro, III 168.5, 
A 2 108) nMOY thph “ all that is of death ” / (Ch. 99.21f.) OEAniC THPC MnABioc / (A 2 238) ic nEXC n£2AO<5 
THPH “ all (that is) of sweetness ” / (Ryl. Cat. 35 No. 70 CM0) TOPm thpc / (III 184.8) TESSHPE THPC TE... 
/ (P 130 s 52 VO) nCIKECMOT THPH... naikaioc thpoy, netoyaab thpoy... nkooye thpoy... necooy thpoy 
/ (RE 10 161a 27ff.) kcmamaat n^oM thph ayuu nxuiuiPE thph nMoiZE thph... noYOEiN thph “(thou) who 
art all might and all strength, all wonder... all light ” 58 / Note the recurring idiomatic NTEI2E THPC “ so 
much ” (IV 162.6, Ch. 42.2fi, P 130 4 48 vo, etc.), cf. Hebrew kol-kax. Additional exx.: Ch. 133.42f., 140. 
17ff„ IV 64.11, 163.4, III 37.20, 185.24f, etc. 

(e) Singular indefinite OY- THP- “a whole...”, “a complete...”: (IV 153.23f.) OYnASE NOYOYNOY 

# 

H OYOYNOY THPC / (A 1 204) CNAP-OYOY4JH NP06IC THPC / NB. (A 2 16) OYCYNATUIPH NP€M2€ (sic) THPOY 
“ a congregation of people who are all freemen 


6.1.1.2.2 The possessor exponent in the possessive article (uncommon): (A 2 315) n€NA9KAK THPN 
/ (77/43.26) nCYCNOH THPOY. Also ibid. 13.3, IV 34.5f. Plural only, most often 1st person plural. 

6.1.1.2.3 Independent pronoun (rare): (Ch. 165.441T.) ntujtn TAP THPTN NT€TN“N»HP€ HnOYOCiN / 
(III 139.21) NTUJTN THPTN MMCPAT6 / (P 131 6 88 ro) NTK“OYCAPKIKON THPK. 

6.1.1.2.4 Pronominal subject of a Nominal Sentence. Note the conditioned placement. The pre¬ 
dicate noun syntagm is indefinite: (Ch. 22.18f.) 2€N4>ANTACIA THPOY N€ / (III 217.11) 2€N€BOA AN NTfl€ 

68 See §5.1.1.0.1 for the significance of such cases of ‘masc. determinator + “ feminine " noun lexeme\ For the sense of the 
modified syntagm (“ he is all heart and no brain **), cf. Ebeling 1905:52f„ 57ff. 
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THPOY N€ vs. (215.10) 2ENEBOA AN NE 2MF1KA2 thpoy : 2MI1KA2 interposes between the referate and THP-; 
otherwise, the pre-referate placement is constant / (A 2 16) 20INE thpoy ne; 20INE is anaphoric to the de- 
terminator in the preceding 2ENUJX “ thieves ” / (P 130 2 2 n) oykpom thph re / (P 130 s 22 <t>Md) zeneboa 
THPOY NE 2Mn£Cn£PMA MnENEIUIT / (RE 10 159b 7) OY5SAOH THPH nE. 

6 . 1 . 1.3 Peculiarities of placement 60 . thp» colon-(or sentence-)final: pre-referate: ZENfiONHPON 
THPOY NE (Ch. 32.48f., §6.1.1.2.4) / EIC2HHTE THPOY CECH2... (/// 61 -2, sim. ibid. 89.1 If.) / CENAY EPOM 2MHEI- 
»UI9 NOYUIT THPOY (Ch. 61.5ff.) / NENTAYBUJK EnECHT EPOC THPOY (P 131* 81 ro). 

6 . 1.2 2UIUI-* “ inclusive/sequential confrontation ” (“ he too ”, “ he... in his turn ”, “ he, 
for his part ”); the second term is characterized (§6.3). 

6.1.2.0.1 Morphological. 1st person sgl. 2UJ/2UIIBT, in variation (variant readings in III 168.15). 
2nd fern. sgl. 2UIUITE (III 194.16, Or. 157.8). 2nd plur. 2UJT-THNE (IV 60.28) is Akhmimoid 61 (2UJUJT-THYTN 
in A 1 366, collated). 3rd plur. 2UIUJOY (IV 105.22, collated). 2UIT-THYTN and 2UIOY are normal. 

6.1.2.1 Post-referate placement. 


6 . 1 . 2 . 1.1 In cohesion with pronominal referates: immediate post-referate placement. 

6 . 1 . 2 . 1 . 1.1 Referate in verb syntagms : (a) Actor pronoun; (A 1 39) A9A20M AYUJ +UJ9 zui NMME 
/ (IV 60.27f.) KATAOE ETOYEIPE MMOC 2ATHN ETETNAAAC ZUJTTHNE / (Ch. 43.2ff.) (EKXUI MMOC... X£-...) 
+NAXOOC 2UJ1UT NTEI2E... XE“ / (ibid. 51.2f.) 9ANMEEYE 2UJUJN EnAI, “ we too” / (III 19.23f.) TNNABUIK 
EPATH MriNOYTE CENABUIK 2UIOY / (ibid. 24.12f.) +NHY E2PAI ENEH6IX AYUI TETNNHY 2UJTTHYTN. Additional 

exx.: III 53 passim, 54.2, 64.28-65.3, RE //15a 8f., etc. 

(b) Actor noun-syntagm (determinator); nucleus of relative; demonstrative : (III 63.21 flf.) ESXE-riBAA 
MnPUIME... MEHCEI... EIE AMNTE 2UIU1H... EHNACEI H EMNAMOY2 NA» N2E / (A’ 2 491) EPSAN TE'l'YXH AE TO<5C 
EnXOEIC <SAPEnXOEIC ZUUUIH NA AYUI NMMEPITC... / (IV 105.22) AF1ETMMAY MEN NTOY 2NOYCOOYTN, ANAI 
21UUIOY (sic) NTOY 2NOYCOOYTN / (A 1 77) CENA2APE2 EPOH EHCOOY2... »ANTOYTAAH KOYI KOYI NTOOTOY N2EN- 
KOOYE NTENETMMAY 2UIOY ON NOAM E2EN2NAAY / (///45.5f.) E»XE-»APE nZAIPETIKOC 6E MNflZEAAHN nUJPa 
EBOA NNEY6IX... EIC“N2AAATE 2UJOY E1PE MflAI N2A2 NCOn. Also: III 65.12,16, A I 373-4. 

(c) Object pronoun (expansion pronoun ): (A 2 462) NETNASOnc AE EPOOY... CNASOnOY 2UJOY EPOC / 
(A 2 358) flETNATUIMT EnAOHT E1EMNATUUMT EPOI 2U1 / (HI 144.28f.) AYAAT 2UJUIT NBIMMO N2A2 NCOn 2MflA2HT 
/ (IV 108.21) flECZAI TAP NAN AYUJ NHTN 2UUTTHYTN nE / (III 162.9) +XUJ MMOC NHTN AYUI NAI ZUI ON / (A 1 
16) ...E20YN EOYON NIM AYUJ E20YN EPOI 2UI. 

(d) Post-imperatival 2UJUJ>» (cf. independent pronoun + 2UJUJ- + imperative, below): 2UJUJ- is gender/ 
number characterizing: (P 130 1 132 TKZ) El ME 2UITTHYTN / (IV 86.8) EP*MANTMnET“JUJN£ NAME xith nxnaz 
EOYEM-OY2NAAY, SJAPEnEHZHT UJPX; 6UJ 2UIUIK N0YE3N0YUJM / NB. (Ch. 182.57f.) XOOC 2UJUIN (inclusive 1st 
person plural, = “1st + 2nd pers. ”; cf. P 131* 44 PIE: KUJ EBOA nnenephy). 

6 . 1 . 2 . 1 . 1.2 Determinators; n- etc.: (Ill 17.6) (The empty sealed tomb is full of bones and impurities) 
nPUIME 2UJUIM ETP - NOBE... HSOYEIT, HME2 AE ON MMOKMEK MMNTAKA0APTOC /(Cat. 41 ,5f.) OYSJAXE NCUIBE 

nc riAi nnioyaai zujoy “ for the Jews too ”. 2EN-: (A 2 19) etbeoy nsjse an ep-zenpujme ncnoh zujoy... 

•° Cf. Polotsky 1961:308f. (= CP 412f.). 

61 Shisha-Halevy 1976b :358. 
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N9MMO ENCYNAnurH MnNOYTE (as did the people and Josua in the case of Achan) / (Wess. 9 151c Iff.) 

OYN2ENAIKAIOC NAI EHNATA200Y N6in2UJB NNACEBHC, AYtU OYN2ENACEBHC 2U10Y EHNATA200Y N6I- 

H2UUB nnaikaioc (or is this pre-referate placement?) / (RE 10 160a 16ff.) (ZENriYTH mmooy, when blocked, 
are opened up with proper tools) zenmaaxe zuioy eaytuim... oy nETNAOYUlN mmooy NCAnAoroc miinoytc. 

6.1.2.1.1.3 The possessor exponent of the possessive article or pronoun: (A 2 280) ETB£nPOOY» N-... 
AYUI €TB€n€TNPOOY» 21UTTHYTN / (111 97.2) (n200YT MEN NTAH+ MnEHHI NOYS9MMO) n»EEPE AE TOYEI MEN 
AC+-HUIC 2UIUJC ON / (IV 50.20) EYNAC2AI Mn£Y2UlB 2UJOY NSE NNECNHY THPOY / (Ch . 186.40f.) (Everyone’s 
shadow) AYUI ON TU1N 2UIU1N / (A 1 464) NOE NTAflMOOY NEBPIEIM “HUflE EYSUIOY2, TEKCBUI 2U1UIK MNNEK- 

WAXE... NABUinE £Y»uioy (zujuik “ illogically ” modifying tek-, instead of tekcbuj mnnek»axe). 

6.1.2.1.1.4 Independent pronoun (very common): (A 1 61) ANOK AYUI NTOOY 2U10Y AN- / (P 130 s 
133 ro) AY+-EOOY NAI, anok 2UIUJT +NA+-EOOY nay / (111 29.10) (the foal can be bridled and tamed) anon 

AE 2UIUIN OY nCTNNAXOOH / (ibid. 38.19f.) E9X£-NTK-0YriNA H OYAITEAOC EAHEI EBOA 2ITMI1NOYTE, ANOK 
2UWJT ANr-n£H2M2AA / (Or. 1 53-5, passim) EYXUI MMOC NAK UJ nPUJME AYUI NTO 2UJUJTE TEC2IME... AXIC EPOI 
AYUI NTOK 2UIUIK MATAMOI... I (A 2 382-3) E!SX£"NtPIM£ NAI AN... EIENTUITN 2UITTHYTN MHPPIME NHTN / 
(A 2 293f.) Mnc+-2THC MnAHAXE, ANOK 2U1 +NAKUJ NNOYC NNA2PAI NOE NOYNKA EPEOATHY HI MMOH EnOYE. 
ACNOYXE NNAiSAXE 2IIU20Y NTECMNTATCUITM, ANOK 2UI tNAHUin EPOC MHEIMEPOC... ACAYDEI MMOI, ANOK 
2UJ +NATAAC ETOOTH MI3EMKA2 N2HT / (P 130 2 1 OZ) KO MflXOEIC Mn£K2UJB, ANOK 2UUUIT +0 MflXOEIC MDA2UJB 
I (A 2 519), an especially illuminating example: NA“» N2E ANOK ElNAEiPE NOY2UJB EXUJK, NTOK 2UJUIK MnK- 
P-AAAY EXUII OYAE 2APOK mayaak. Additional exx.: III 29.27f., 94.15, 124.22, 176.20f., IV 56.5f., 108.5, 
Ch. 39.8f., 62.38ff„ Or. 157.50ff., 158.14(f., I65.20ff„ etc. , 

6.1.2.1.2 Non-immediate post-referate placement (relatively rare). Referate: noun syntagm: (A / 

76) NOE ENTATEIAGHT NC2IME ENTAnNOYTC AAC NSMMO EPUITN XOOC 2UJUJC ON X£- / (ibid. 87) EBXE-+NAXI- 
nAXniO... AYUI NTETMnAI H NAI P~BOA 2UUOY EnEXniO... / (ibid. 104) MNtSOM MMOI EHI 2UI NOE NTACSUinE MMOI 

(even in the present predicament, let alone if God bring down upon me the retribution or malediction of 
this oath...). 


6.1.2.2 Pre-referate placement 62 , 2UIUJ- colon-final (intercotary): (a) Following NOE, KATAOE, 
TAI (TE OE), NTEI2E 63 : (A l 41) nOYUlS ETEOYNTAHH E20YN EPO NOE 2UJUITE MnOYUlS ETEOYNTAHE E20YN 
EPOH / (ibid. 297) (they sinned) NOE 2UJUIN ON TENOY ETNP-NOBE / ( Wess. 9 162c 15flf„ parall. Ill 136.28f.) 
...KATAOE 2UIOY CTENASSEnOYUJS NNET+-CBUI NAY... / (A 2 468) NTEI2E 2UITTHYTN ETETNSIANTMAIC-nAOrOC 
MflNOYTE... TOTE TETNAmUlflEMMAKAPIOC/ (Borg. 194 IS)NTEI2E 2UIUITTHYTN, Ul I12EAAHN MNN2AIPETIKOC, NTE" 

TNASP-nnETNANOYH AN. Also /// 48.24f., 150.28, IV 36.1, Ch. 105. 6ff., A 1 61, 366, etc. Compare also 
the recurring, idiomatic (post-referate) NTA2E 2UJUJT ON “ like me (too) ” (e.g. Ill 150.23, 162.22, 168.15, 
171.10, 184.24, P 130 1 139 TME etc.). 

(b) Following X£KA(A)C 64 : (A 2 49) ...XEKAC ZUIUIN 2N2APE2 NIM ENNA2APE2 EllENZHT / (A l 461) 
...XEKAC 2UIUIK NNEOYA »n~2MOT NTOOTK ENE2 / (Wess. 9 115b 8ff.) XEKAC 2UIOY EPEnCYZHT MTON, sim. 

(P 130 1 134 TAA) XEKAC 2UJUIN EPEflENZHT mton. Compare also the recurring xe(kac) cknakui/EHEKU) 
2UJ NAI EBOA NNANOBE (III 135.28f., A 1 87, P 130 1 139 TME). Additional exx.: Ill 104.9f., IV 7.16, 194.12f., 
P 130 1 133 ta. 


» 2 PotOTSKY 1961:295ff. (= CP 399ff.). 

83 Polotsky 1961:301, 304ff. (= CP 405, 408ff.). 
clearly has a special standing. 


64 Polotsky 1961: 304f„ 307 (= CP 408f., 411). 
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(c) Following a (plural, mostly indefinite) predicative noun syntagm, in a Nominal Sentence: (RE 11 
18a 24f.) 26NIOYAAI 2UJOY NBPP6 N€ / (IV 90.18) 2€NP€H2€TB-*YXH NPUJMG 2UJOY N€ / (A 2 12) 2€N20Y€P€H- 
Xl-< 50 A 2UJOY N€ / (P I30 1 137 TAH) N6NCNHY 2UJOY N€. Also: ///31.15f., IV 52.7, 91.5, A 2 511, etc. For 
(III 187.12) TAI 2WTTHYTN T6 T€TN2€ 65 , see §6.0.3.4. 

(d) Miscellaneous cola: Imperatives: (A 2 320) P-0Y06IN 6€ 2UULUN en€N2HBC j (P 1 3 1 6 30 PM€) COOYN 
200Y (sic) NN€NTAnAO€IC F1N0YT€ AAY / (P 130 2 24 4>NA) AP6KUJNC A€ ON €N€2 Mn20H... KUJNC 2UKUH MflNOBE 
2NT6NTOAH. Conjugation-forms (+ expansion): (IV 205. 1 8f.) AM<au«iT 2UJUJN €2PAl €AUJN / (ibid, 105.29) 
C€€IP€ N2€N2BHY€ NCUIB€ 2WOY NMMAY “ with them too ”. (Pre)modifiers\ (A 2 76) €«JX€-€TB€OYKTO €riA20Y 
MMAT€ AT2IM6 NAUIT nUJUJN€... €TB€OY2YnOKPlCIC 2UJIUK NPIDM6 MnPTP€T€K*YXH nUJUJNE / (Wess. 9 156a 
18fT.) ...€TP€AOOC 2UJTTHYTN 6PWTN NT€I2€. 


6.1.2.3 The non-commuting, non-phoric 2UJUJH: a 


“particle” 


EXPONENT OF INTERCLAUSAL 

cohesion 66 : “ on the contrary ”, “ on the other hand ”, “ rather ”, “ actually ”. The “ particle ” 2WUJH 
can be distinguished from the phoric (within clause extent) 2UJUJ-* in the 3rd person sgl. masculine by criteria 
of contextual semantics: it is often adversative, and as a rule not inclusive; by its prevalence in certain 
configurations (mostly interrogative): (A 1 113, A 2 298) 6TB€OY 2UJUJH / (/// 103.7) 2ITNNIM 2UJUJH / NiM 
2 UIUIH n€TNA- (RE 10 164a 2f., Young IF, etc.) / (RE 11 15b 1) OY 2UI0JH n€ n€KA2€; of course, also by the 
significant absence of concord (Polotsky 1961:304 n. 2 = CP 408): (III 161.13) NO€ 2UJUJH N2€NMA N€' 
AOOA6 / (ibid. 163.19f.) €flMA €TP€Y€IP6 MnArAOON AY€IP€ 2LUUJM MfinONHPON / (ibid. 51.20) KOYUJa 2LUUUH 
€NAY €fl2HT / (ibid. 56.10) (the deviation and evil of the Jewish congregation) MNNTAIO 2UJUIH NTAl (i.e. 
of the Christian one) / (ibid. 202.18f.) T€aiO€lK ... T60YUJM-NOBE 2UIUJH. Nevertheless, there is considerable 
overlapping between the augential, sequential (“ ... in his turn ”) and non-commutable 2UJUJH. In many 
instances, the opposition between the macro-syntactic signal (interclausal relator, “anaphoric-regressive 
conjunct ”, referring in a sense to the whole preceding cotext as to a nucleus) and its augential, clause- 
extent phoric homonym (referring to a noun or 3rd pers. sgl. masc. pronoun) cannot be maintained unless 
by subjective semasiological interpretation. Some such ambiguous instances: (Ch. 169.22ff.) ONTOJC 
OYAOHT 2UJUJH AYUJ OYSAHT6 n€ / (ibid. 77.41 ff.) (nAnXAXE ri€ NOYX6...) nAnPUJME 2UJUJH n€ N6A~ / (III 
52.7) (flMOOY 6Y9ANTA2H MNriHPn SAHP”OYA ^OYUJT) nPUJM€ A€ 2UIUIH MflNOYTE, €HyANM€T€X€ €n€fiNA 
CTOYAAB “IAMP-OYA NOYUJT NMMAM /(All 62) fl€T€P€NPWM€ M€€Y€ €POH X6-OYCOYO n€ 60YTUJ2 2UJUIH N20YO ne. 


6.1.3 {nto-}: “ non-inclusive (often exclusive) non-sequential symmetric confrontation ” 
(“ he, for one ”, “ he insofar as he is concerned ”, ” he, however ” 66 ) or reinforcement 67 ; the second 
term is characterized. 

6.1.3.1 Post-referate (immediate, non-immediate) placement. 

6.1.3.1.1 Referate in verb syntagm: (a) Actor pronoun (more rarely, actor noun syntagm): (A 2 298) 
€TB€OY 2LUUJH €HPIM€ N^lflAI H €P€PIM€ NTO / (ibid. 267) (they say what they do not know will or will not 


65 Cf. Polotsky 1961:301 (= CP 405). 

flfl Cf. Amelineau, Schenoudi II p. xciii (on “ MATAMOK H MAPITAMOK anok ”): “ Cette tournure de phrase est assez souvent 
employee par Schenoudi, et c’est une maniere de parler tout k fait primitive: les deux personnes y sont toujours opposees Vune d 
Vautre au sens contraire ” (my italics). As a matter of fact, the actual semantics depend on contextual factors, the address 
tone and interpersonal environment. This is especially striking in the case of the post-imperatival NTOK (see below). 

67 This is the “ Verstarker ” par excellence (Schwarze-Steinthal 466 “ Verstarkung ”, Stern §255 “ Hervorhebung 
Czermak 1931 “ dynamisch gestSrkt", and so on). Here is indeed the nearest thing to bona fide reinforcement, or better in¬ 
sistence , since here a true pronoun — prosodically marked as modifier — corroborates another. For pre-Coptic, cf. Hintze 1952: 
290f. (“ pronominale Hervorhebung"). (Incidentally, in LE — gr ntf (etc.) [Erman 1933:§682] “ he too " is a striking clause- 
final construction of this augens.) 
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happen) +NATAMOK ene+COOYN amok €POH (sim. ibid. 382, 521, III 128.19f., a recurring expression) / 
(ibid. 292) MH AAA AM +-2HY NAAAY A€“AHCUJTM NCAn€2POOY NT6MC2IMC, H AC+”2HY NTOC NAAAY A€~ACCUJTM 
NCAn€2POOY Mn20H / (ibid. 153) NTANIM NPflUMC P-AIKAIOC €N€2 €TB€!1CA MnHi ... A€“€NNA€IP€ ANON / (ibid. 
374) OYOI NAN X€-ANAM€A€I, CNAIATOY NTOOY NN€TOY*AAB THPOY / (P 130 2 6 flZ-riH) CPCCOTfl NTO 6NIM... 
MH €P€OYOTB NTO €TAI... H €P6«JOB€ NTO €TAI... MH €N€CUJ NTO €TAI... / (III 21.9f.) €«IX6“Mn€COYUINT 9A- 
nooY, AICOYUJNC ANOK / NB., in text-initial position (///44.I8) # CI2MOOC ANOK 2IANOYTOOY / (ibid. 208.5) 
# AINAY ANOK COY A / (A I 122) CPCCOOYN TUJN H CPCCIMC TUJN H CINACIMC TUJN ANOK A€~ /(Cat. 42.32) God 
said: mapntamio noypujmc, and not: +NATAMIO ANOK / (III 156.16) (those who curse their neighbours) 
€Y€£JUIfl€ NTOOY €YC20Y0PT. Additional exx.: IV 38.21, Wess. 9 95a 20f., RE 10 163a 27, Ch. 117.8, 156.Iff., 
183.57f., A 1 123, A 2 18, 78, P 130 2 65 vo, III 65.8, 144.1, 201.9, 211.17 and many more; this is undoubt- 
edly the commonest construction of this augens. 

(b) Post-imperatival {nto*}, more patently than in the case of other augentia, supplies gender-number 
characterization of the imperative form. Accordingly, the augens is here evidently different in syntactic 
status and the ensuing function: it is often indistinguishable from the extraposed independent pronoun 
(§6.1.3.3) 68 . (P I30 1 35 PMr) KUJ NCUJ NTO MfiAyjAXC / (Cat. 42.33) God said: MAPNTAMIO NOYPUJMC, not: 
TAMIO NTOK / (111 88.11J4U MflPP-20Tt NrujTN, MnPTPCYANAKPINC MMOOY NTUITN / (ibid. 145.10) MflPCr- 
KAK6I NTUJTN / (IV 86.8f.) 2KO NTOK AMA2T€ NTOK €TMnOP«IK €BOA / (ibid. 189.3) «IUJn€ NTOK MFIICTOC €K- 
OYAAB / (A 1 78) +NAXW H XUI NTOK... +NA+ H t NTOK. 

6.1.3.1.2 The referate: expansion suffix-pronoun (no “direct object”?): (IV 119.20f., also 120.4, 
P I30 2 61 or) 2ATHN H 2ATNTHYTN NTUJTN, a recurring expression / (P 131 5 23 ro-vo) (if God did not spare 
the ancients), ei€ €MNAt-co €PON anon... / (Ch. 57.44ff.) H €P€NAMNT«JAHT€ 2Hn €P(^i ANOK', — note the 
punctuation / (Wess. 9 147d 28f.) OY €POK NTOK n€ «JIN€... 

6.1.3.1.3 The referate: possessor exponent in the possessive-pronoun syntagm: (A 1 69) nANTUJC 
Mnen€C“JAA€ p-«iayn€, h Mnemu p-«iay nac nto, sim. (A 1 122)MnHA2€PATH €AMnuj nto your temple, vs. 
the old Temple / (IV 207.6f.) nA-N€TON2 MAYAAY n€... nA-N€TMOOYT AN ntooy ne. In the two last construc¬ 
tions, the incidence of {nto«*J is remarkably rarer than for 2UJUI-*. So too, in the case of the next one. 


6.1.3.1.4 The referate: noun syntagm (in extraposition): (/// 109.19ff.) N€lAT“Jn-2MOT A€ NTOOY 

AYUJ N€IATMn«JA Mn€HTAAC NAY €€IM€ CMMYCTHPION. 

6.1.3.1.5 The referate: pronominal subject of interrogative Nominal Sentence (see also §6.1.3.2), 
interlocutive person only? NTK-NIM NTOK (Cat. 42.14, 43.8) / ntk-OYOY NTOK (A 1 210). The augens 
appears to be here a rhetoricity marker (no answer expected). 

6.1.3.2 Pre-referate placement 69 : {nto*} colon-second or intercolary. (a) Following NG€: (A 2 
307) NO€ NTOK 6TKCOOYN / (IV 112.19) NO€ ANOK NTAI€IM€ / (Ch. 144.2f.) N0€ NTOC CTCAUJ MMOC, 

(b) Following the focus modifier in interrogative (focus-initial) focalization patterns (§2.6): (A 2 
519) NA«I N2€ ANOK €INA€IP€ NOY2UJB €AUJK / (ibid. 11) 6TBCOY NTOOY OYOI NAY AN / (P 130 6 24 PnA) €TB€OY 
ANON NTNOYUJyi AN €AOOC / (Ch. 169.7f.) NA«J N2€ NTOOY €YNAP~BOA..., VS. NA«J N2€ €YNAP“BOA NTOOY, e.g. 

Ill 75.12. See §6.1.3.3 on the augens: extraposed indep. pronoun issue. 

• 8 Cf. the post-imperatival dependent pronoun in Middle Egyptian (Gardiner §337) and of course comparable construc¬ 
tions in numerous old and modern languages. 

88 Polotsky 1961:310ff. (= CP 414 ff.). 
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(c) The referate: 3rd person pronominal subject in the Nominal Sentence : (A 1 108) riA6€ riA6€ NTOOY N€. 

(d) Following various predications (augens or extraposed pronoun?): ( Ch. 90.8ff.) 2UJC €“JX€-NTOM 
n€ ANON 2Mn€TN€IP€ MMOM / (A 1 61) MN2TOP NTOOY €POOY / (A l 113) €BOA A€“MN2An GOAL.. H &€~MN2An 
NTOOY €N€TMMAY. 

6.1.3.3 {NTO**}: augens vs. independent pronoun , extraposed 10 . On the face of it, the independent 
pronoun — the prosodicaliy full (or unmarked) pronoun lexeme 71 — is conspicuous in that, like a noun 
syntagm, it may constitute a whole colon or be the initial component of one. The augens {nto-}, on the 
other hand, being prosodicaliy marked as dependent (as a modifier?) can only join (or “ fasten onto ") 
and boundary-mark an existing colon. In the reality of the written parole , however, there are few cases 
in which this difference can be detected or formally determined in the text (the more so since the pronoun, 
like the post-referate augens, occurs as an expansion — an apposed pronominal lexeme, lexicalizing suffix- 
pronouns). Two especially striking such cases are the appositive phrases ‘ indep. pron. + noun ’ 72 and 4 indep . 
pron . + AYUl/MN + noun/indep. pron. ’. In the former we find (a) the pronoun serving to introduce a 
nominal apposition — in complementary distribution with H6\~: the interlocutive persons are here pre¬ 
valent, 4 NTOM + noun 4 being uncommon; (b) 4 NTOK + vocative noun \ For the latter, we find naturally 
only interlocutive persons. Both cola tend to be sentence-final. Polotsky’s 44 rule of thumb 4 ’ 73 , according 
to which an augential {NTO-*} occupies second position, whereas the independent pronoun does not, as¬ 
sumes that the augens, like Greek-origin enclitics, is invariably colon-second ( pronoun : NAUJ N2€ NTOM — 
vs. augens : NA“J NTOM N2€ —). Since I believe the augens can (like other enclitics) be colon-final, marking 
the colon boundary, as well as colon-second; and since the augens (like other native enclitics) may have 
properties different from the 44 core ” group of Greek-origin ones (§6.0.3), it is questionable whether this 
distinction is really so tangible. It may imply no more than the variability of the prosodic contour of 
NAttl N2€. Incidentally, 1 find in Shenoute no clear instance of NA“i ntom N2€ - (augens), while we do find 
some of NA“J N2€ ntoh with ntom, the invariable “ particle ” (§3.1.3.4), evidently enclitic. It is of course 
not to be taken for granted that }nto-} and NTOM share the same prosodic properties. 

Examples : (a) 4 indep. pron. + noun (P 130 1 136 TA€) 6NT6AIHY NOYHP ANON N€IATCUJTM / (P 131 5 
36 CMB) F1AI NTAMXI-CAPi 6TBHHTN ANON N€PUJM€ (sic) / (A 1 74) N+HF1 AN H NT6HF1 AN NTO TCYNArUITH / (/// 
137.25) „.H €l“JANAOOC ANOK ni€BlHN... / (ibid. 13.13f.) nA€BiHN (i.e. 44 my humble person ”) AYUJ N€N€- 
BIHN 2IOYCOn ANON-N6K2M2AA N6CNHY / (Ch. 56.29ff.) nANTUJC’ OYNTAN-T€N^OP<5C 2UJUUN’ Af/oN’ HHONAXOC 
AYUI NOYHHB (note the colon-boundary punctuation; also that 2UIUI- and the augens {nto^} are not 
attested as compatible) / (III 60.4f.) mxuj TAP mhoc ntom n* 0 €ic A€“. Additional exx.: Ill 68.9, 
70.17f., 96.9f., 134.25, A 2 31, etc. 

(b) 4 NTOK + voc. noun (III47.4f.) AIKAIUJC €YH0CT€ MMUJTN... NTUJTN UJ N2AIP€TIKOC. 

(c) 4 indep. pron. + AYUl/HN + indep. pron. I noun: (III 185.6f.) ANUJAN 2NOYHKA2 N2HT ANON AYUJ 
NTUJTN / (A 1 131) TUIK N2HT NTOK AYUJ NTUJTN / (ibid. 71) €NNA«JM|-nPOOY«J Mn€l2UJB NOYUJT HNN6N6PHY 
NA«J N2€ ANON AYUJ NTO / (IV 38.17f.) €TB€OY NTNA6I AN €nAinNON NTOK AYUJ NTOC / (Ch. 159-160) ...AAAA 
2NN6NK6HI ON ANON MNN€NUJHP€ AYUJ N€N€tOT€ / (ibid. 42.l4ff.) ...2€NNOB€ NAI €TKO N0Y06I6 6POOY... NTOK 
HNN€T€IN€ MMOK / (III 37.12ff.) OYCMOY NA«I NA6IHC n6T2IAUJN ANON MNN€N€IOT€ MNN€N«JHP€.,. / (ibid. 


70 Polotsky 1961:295 (= CP 399), 309f. (= CP 413f.), 311 (= CP 415) n. 2. 

71 In BR0NDAL’s term (1943:103), }NTO*») is the “ forme substantielle " of the pronoun, vs. the "formes fonctionnelles ” 
[H“J, (ANr-J, {ri€} and the augens (modifier pronoun) (NTO*). 

72 Czermak 1931 :§259. 

73 1961 :§17. 
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157.2) ...AYUi NTATMCIM6 ANOK OYT€n2AAO OYT6 N2AAOI... Cases like (III 88.Ilf.) eiCZHHTe ANOK ++ OYBC- 
or {ibid. 36.24f.) “)ANT€OY... yuine ANON MnN- are ambiguous, as are in my opinion NAB N2e nto- (etc., 
§6.1.3.2). 

6.1.3.4 Non-commuting (non-phoric) ntoh is a “ particle ” 74 , an inter-clausal relator, often (like 
2UIUJH, §6.1.2.3) accompanied by AAAA or A€. Indeed, its synchronic relation to the commuting (i.e. ana- 
lyzable) augens (NTO-*} is analogous to that of the particle 2UJUJH to the augens 2umi~. On the formal 
level, this is a case of “freezing’' or fossilization of the pronoun component, which is the cohesion (with¬ 
in clause-extent) or segment-reference factor, in the unmarked gender, namely the masculine (3rd per¬ 
son sgl.) 75 . This cancels its segment-reference, its phoricity (a cancelling evident in instances of discord). 
On the functional level, this entails a shift from w/ra-clausal modification to inter -clausal relation 76 . 
Some typical and instructive cases of the particle, distinguishable from the augens (3rd pers. sgl. masc.) 
mainly by discord and sometimes by placement: (A 1 123) OYyfiHPC Fl€ ntoh... | ...enyjAN- / (A 2 540) NAtii N26 
NTOH... | ...N€NTAN«AX€ 6TBHHTOY... €HNA+“CO €POOY (also III 153.10; VJ. NAS NTOH N2€ IV 195.2; in A I 295 
NAS NTOH N2€ MNNCAflMOY NT6TN+-N0Y6C NAH AN NTOH, the augens (post-referate) and particle occur in one 
clause 77 ) / (Rossi 2/3 27) AAAA €YPriK€COBT€ NAY NTOH NOYKPIMA / (III 174-5 passim) OYO€l A€ NAN NTOH | 
6NSAN —, a recurring expression / (ibid. 76. 1 5f.) nKAiPOC €TOYM6€Y€ ntoh eriAi €TSAA€ X€-. Note the 
following indicative cases of the particle in construction with other elements: AYUl NTOH, H NTOH “and 
moreover”, “or even” and the like: 111 32.1, 62.26, IV 80.20, 206.28, 207.25f. etc. (contrast with H 
K€OYA NTOH, IV 46.29); — ON NTOH “ at least ”, III 93.24; — A€ NTOH is of course ubiquitous (e.g. Ill 145. 
13); €BOA AN £€-... AAAA €BOA NTOH X€“, III 19.8, 186.5, A 1 71, P 130 1 139 TM€, 130 2 10 CAG etc.; — AN 
NTOH in rhetorical questions, A 1 125, 152, Wess. 9 106a 1 Iff. Consider also the following striking instances 
of the particle: (/// 192.19f.) (MnPXOOC 2N T€l€niCTOAH X6“) AAAA UJS MMOC NTOH X€~ / (IV 12.1 Of.) (MnPUJ- 

AN ri€TKTO MMOC...) NTOC NTOH nCTKTO MHPUJMC / (ibid. 13.9) (this is not the occasion to discuss these 
things) AAAA €Xlu NTOH 2NOYMCPOC / (ibid. 15.5) (not in order to slay sinner and innocent alike) AAAA 
€TP€C+ NTOH NN€NTAYP~NOB€ 6T00TH MnXI-KBA / (ibid. 16.18f.) EWAYXOPC AN 2iTN2€NKOOY€, AAAA €4IAYX€P~ 
CHH€ NIM NTOH | €BOA 2ITOOTC / (ibid. 157.2Iff.) AN+TP6YfllDP€K (sic) Mfl€l€NTH<5... NTAYTUMMOH NTOH 
/ (III 165.19) €IM€ NTOH | UJ NPUJMC NATCUJTM: post-imperatival particle (“ dock ”, “ done ”, with an ad¬ 
ditional “ rest ” prosodic signalling role?). The augens/particle are variant readings in (IV 103.1) CNTUJPn 

MMOOY AN, CYTUJPn MMON NTOH/NTOOY. 

6.1.4 MAYAA-, MMIN MMO-, OYAA- 

6.1.4.1 maitaa-: Polemic, contrastive, exclusive, (less usually) reflexive modification: 
“...alone”, “only...”, “ ... (him)self- (by [his] own agency, with no one’s intervention)” 78 (fxovo qj 
fxovov, e(x-/a£“/eauTOu, xar’ 18 lav). 


74 Cf. Polotsky 1961:304 (= CP 408), 309f. (= CP 413f.), Stern §598, Dictionary 232-3. 

75 Compare §5.1.2 above. 

78 Cf. the illuminating parallel in Old and Middle Egyptian, namely r.f r.k , r.i... the analyzable augens and modifier, 
where r- is the modification, and -/the cohesion exponent, vs.jrfjrf (the latter, at least in the Coffin Texts y a prosodically included 
alternant), an unanalyzable, invariable particle, 41 frozen ” in the unmarked gender and non-phoric within clause-extent but signal¬ 
ling inter-clausal relation. Celtic parallels are Irish leis (3rd sgl. masc. form of the preposition le -) and Welsh ynteu (old 3rd 
sgl. masc. 44 conjunctive ” pronoun). 

77 Cf. (particle vs. augens/extraposed pronoun) NA» NT04 N2€ flcuiMA H n plume thpm NACMIN6... naw N2€ ntok €KNAP-yAY... 

(BLOr. 3581A 71, No. 202 pnA). 

78 Stern §257, Schwarze-Steinthal 345f., 468 (“ allein" -► 44 selbst ”). 
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6.1.4.1.0.1 1st sgl. mayaAT, 2nd sgl. fem. MAYAAT6. Two fluctuating bases, MAYAA- (with all per¬ 
sons, sgl. and plural) and maya(a)t«* (all plural persons, but also 3rd sgl. masc. and fem.; 2nd plur. 
maya(A)t-thytn) ; acc. to Diet . 198a, mayat- is Shenoutean. 

6.1.4.1.1 MAYAA-* in cohesion with a verb syntagm (or verb lexeme), (a) With a single pronominal 
referate (NB. This construction is not attested with MMIN mmo-*); “ adverbal ”. Reflexive : (Ch . 71.6ff.) 
OY n€+NA+”2HY MMOH... NCATPA+”OC€ MAYAAT / (ibid. 132.15fT.) NK€M€AOC NTANTAKOOY MAYAAN. “Only”: 
(A 2 429, not Sh.) 2UJC €n€T€»y€ ne KATAflCWMA GTPCHMOY MAYAAH N^innONHPOC / (III 109.16) (T6CBUJ 
MM€) TAI NTAY<SM-<SOM MAYAAY N^OnC €POOY N6IN6NTAYTAAC NAY €€IM€... Non-reflexive, “alone”, « on 
one’s own ”, “by oneself (also = with no outside help)”: (RE 10 I63a 36f.) N€T6€€T MAYAAY (cf. 7K91.22 
n€TOY€y-$UJ MAYAAH, 156.6, etc.) / (III 159.12) ...6Y2MOOC MAYAAY / (RE 10 164b 3 If.) €N€NTAnNOYT€ 
OYUiy €TP€HMOY MAY A AH, opp. to line 33 nNOYTC nCNTAHMOOYTH; cf ACMOOYTC MAYAAC III 97.19, 204.10 
etc. / (IV 161.19) NN6PUJM6 HI-nKUJUJC MAYAAH / (ibid. 103.15f.) NN6YKAAY MAYAAY / (A 2 31) €N€NOYAAB 
MAYAATN “ had we alone been pure ”. More exx.: IV 107.26, 157.28, A I 135, A 2 110 (NT6TN“Jin€ AN 
MAYAATTHYTN “ you are not ashamed of yourselves ”), 535, etc. 

(b) With a double (identical) referate; here the overlapping with mmin mmo** is more in evidence. 
Reflexive (contrastive, often “ with no outside help ”): (P 130 2 54tia) MAPNt-CBUJ nan mayaan / (A 2 
190) H 6P6IUI2ANNHC NAAPNA MMOH MAYAAH / (Miss. 284) ...€HOY€y-MOOYTH MAYAAH (also A 2 93, 509) 
/ (A 2 70) AYCOYUINOY MAYAAY (but not the things they had come for; also IV 188.12) / (A 2 110) AT€TN- 
M€CT€-THYTN MAYAATTHYTN / (ibid. 398) €K€IP€ MMOK MAYAAK NTAAAIflWPOC / (A 2 501, 503) MflP^WnC 
€K€IP€ MMOK NAIKAIOC MAYAAK/NHCYN2ICTA MMOH MAYAAH 2UJC AIKAIOC/CHTAMIO MMOH MAYAAH 2UIC AIKAIOC 
/ (RE 10 164a 27f.) ...€N+ MMON C2PAI €nNOB€ MAYAAN / (Cl. Pr. 21 f.b ro) n€YXniO €T6P€nOYA HOYA Amo 
MMOH N2HTH MAYAAH / (III 35.20 parall. Ch. 130.30ff.) €ITAIO AN MMOI MAYAAT / (A 2 510) N€COOY... N€TO 
NOYWNty €POOY MAYAAY / (ibid. 529) ...CI2MOOC €I«IAA€ NMMAI MAYAAT / (ibid. 384) ANON nOTlHT NCUJN 
mayaan; note the recurring expression “TMNTP€HKA“2TH- €PO- mayaa-” (III 176.5f., IV 42.4f., 116.8f., 
Mun. 163, A I 219, etc.). This is a very common construction; additional exx. are III 168.If., 221.2If., 
IV 32.12f., 92.6f., Ch. 180.15ff., Wess. 9 87a 9f., A 2 118, 372, 519, etc. 

6.1.4.1.2 MAYAA-* in cohesion with a pronoun/noun syntagm , mostly as a co-focusing modifier refer¬ 
ring to the predicate of a Nominal Sentence/Cleft Sentence: 

(a) Referate: n-, demonstrative, proper noun: (A 2 298) KAirAP nNOYT€ an MAYAAH... n€TO mmntp€ 
/ (ibid. 32) AUJHK niAOYMAIOC MAYAAH AN n€NTAHM€P€“NiyAA€... / (A 1 250) TMNTATCUITM MAYAAC T€ (scil. 
TCT^OOn MnAAIMIUN 6TMMAY) / (ibid. 251) NAI A6 MAYAAY AN N6TNMMAH / (Ryl. Cat. 32 No. 67 THG) NTOK 
n€ nNOYT€ MM€ mayaak: # subject-copula-predicate #: “ You are the only true God ” (perhaps a solemn 
pro-/accIamatory [ “ anacletic’] “theological” Nominal Sentence pattern [the eye o etpt, ai el-typej, 
with both terms of equal informative weight; is ntok the referate? see (d) below with more exx.); compare 
the recurring nNOYT€ MM€ mayaah (Wess. 9 161b 10f., A 2 547, P 131 6 105 ro), nM€ MAYAAH “ the only 
true One”, “the only One who is of truth ” (Ch. 59.29ff.; for the masc. determinator see §5.1.1.0.1), 
nOYA MAYAAH nNOYT€ (P 130 5 35 vo) / (IV 184.8) TCYNARurH NNIOYAAI MAYAAY (and not ours) / NB. (A 2 
354) NA-N€TMmyA MAYAAY N€, sim. (TA - N€TMnyA MAYAATOY) A 1 193. More exx.: Ch. 95.1 Iff., Wess. 9 
143a 9ff, A 2 489, 503, etc. Note here the striking prevalence of adjunctal negation (“not only... ”, 
see §6.1.4.1.4), and the very common and typically Shenoutean €lMHTi€-/€PO-» mayaa«* “ but for X alone” 
(with pronoun: III 90.3, Wess. 9 147b 22f., 162a 9f.; with noun syntagm: III 186.28, IV 62.1 Iff., 171.15, 
205.21f., Ch. 99.55ff., Wess. 9 162b 14ff.); this has a native Coptic equivalent in NCA- MAYAA* (Ch. 
60.40f., 109.24ff.) and «iatn- mayaa^ (ibid. 18.51f.). 

(b) Referate: OY-/26N- “ only... ”, “ a mere... again, usually referring to the predicate of a Nom. 
Sentence/Cleft Sentence: (A 2 167) OYNA MAYAAH n€T2Mfl€C2HT / (ibid. 408) OYPAN MAYAAH n€T€TNTAYO 
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mmoh “ a name, no more ” — “finoytc NTne” / ( ibid . 303) 6N€2€N»hp€ «ihh mayaay N€, ngoykoyi nno<5- 
N€6 n€ / (/// 212.14f.) 26NBAA6 N200YT MN26N200YT AN MAYAAY N€TMOO“f€... / (Ch. 196.32ff.) OY2P6 
MI1N6YMATIKON AYUU OY2P6 AN NCUJMATIKON HAYATC / (IV 107.7f.) 0Y200YT AN MAYAAH, AAAA 2€N2IOH€ ON. 

(c) Referate: the possessor exponent in the possessive article ; unlike MMIN MHO*', not only with a double 

% 

identical referate. This construction, much rarer than that with MMIN MMO*, seems to be restricted to 
inalienable nouns (see §1.2.1.1 spec. obs. I). ri€N2TOP MAYAAH (A 2 143) / N6TOYUJM NNEYCAP5 mayaay 
(A l 239) / (Al-M/MAl-)n€YMTON MAYAAY (etc.), a recurring expression (III 127.15, IV 153.13f., 172.21 
P 130 2 2 n: OYMAinesMTON mayaah ne ayui OYMAineMTON an ne MnerziTOYtUH) / tey*yxh mayaay (iv 
165.10, Ch. 56.51 f.. Ill 193.22, Wess. 9 145d 17ff., 171c 31f.) / neYTAKO MAYAAY (Ch. 73.1 Iff., Wess. 9 
171b 30f„ P I30 4 141 ro) / NEKMEEYE MAYAAK (A I 46) / n€YOYlU» MAYAAY (7//98.4f., IV 84.8) / TAMNT2HKE 
MAYAAT (Ch. 99.30f.) also TEKAIKAIOCYNH (III 90.8f.), TEHEJOYCIA (IV 89.1 7f.), flENOYAAl (A 2 248). 

(d) Referate: independent pronoun: (A 2 99) UJ NTOK MAYAAK flNOYTE ETE2ENME NE AYUI 2EN2An mme 
N6 N€H2BHY€ thpoy — a pattern hybrid, of a vocative with a Nominal Sentence (predicating NTOK — or 
both terms in an acclamatory Nominal Sentence — yet without a formal pronominal subject or copula). 
Compare ibid. 173 ntok rnoyt€ mayaak, v. 1. ntok ne... See exx. for “ ntoh ne nNOYTe mayaah ” 
and sim., under (a) above; consider (RE 10 161a 30) NTOK ne nNOYTC MAYAAK / (Wess. 9 160c 24ff.) 
NTOH ne nNOYTe MMe MAYAAH / (RE 11 16b 9f.) NTOK NAM€ MAYAAK ne nAIKAIOC AYUJ NArAOOC / (A 1 283) 
H NTOH MAYAAH AN n€NTAH€P~nnONHPON / (A 2 16) NTOOY MAYAAY AN eT2MnnAPAAICOC / (III 13.8). 

6.1.4.1.3 Zero referate: 4 when on (one’s) own” — “adnominal-circumstantial modification”: 
( Wess. 9 I25b 18ff.) (t^in«iaha CTMMAY) TA-2€NMA mayaan T€ CNC6PA2T (parall. IV 67-8) / (IV 52.2If., 
116.22) €TP€Y«JAHA NCAOYCA MAYAAY (cf. ibid. 146.16, not Shenoute: 2NOYCA MAYAAY) / prob. also ( Wess. 9 
113a 27f. after Mt. 14:13) — 2NOYMA NXAie MAYAAH. Compare OYMA 2APl2AfO- mayaa- (§6.1.5.1 below). 

6.1.4.1.4 The affinity of MAYAA-* with the negator: the AN adjunctal negation of MAYAA-* (MAYAA* 
AN, see §2.9.1.2.3) is extremely common, as a kind of native Coptic equivalent for OY monon (§1.3.11.2.1): 
“not only”, “not just” 79 ; MAYAA- here is, as a rule, ad(pro)nominal.. Like its non-cohesive (non- 
pronominal) counterpart MMAT6 80 , MAYAA-* may occur after AN, which then negates not the augens 
but, locally, a sentence constituent including its referate. This analytic difference is however not cor¬ 
rectable to any perceivable difference in meaning. Compare the contrast of MAYAA-* AN (augens neg. 
as adjunct: 6YOYON2 enNOYTe MAYAAH AN ///209.14f., “ ANON MAYAAN AN ibid . 13.8) VJ. AN MAYAA- 
(augens modifying a neg. sentence constituent: - NBAA€ AN MAYAAY Wess. 9 145b 2ff.), with that of MMAT6 
AN (- NT€I2€ MMAT€ AN RE 11 18a 4f.) vs. ~ AN MMAT6 (»AP€myUJC €Y4>PAN€ AN MMAT€ €XN- ibid. 16b 17f.). 

6.1.4.2 mmin mmo- “- own'\ “- self”. Reflexive, non-contrastive, non-exclusive (auro^, 

eauTOu, tSto^) 81 . 


6.1.4.2.0.1 Morphology. The form mmine mmo-« is attested in Shenoute (e.g. A 2 17), and could 
give us an etymological clue (no etymology is suggested for this augens): Young IA, P 130 6 40 Mr; in one 
MS (Borg. 189) we find mmcinoy mmo* (A 1 233, 239, 241, 271) beside the normal MMIN. 

6.1.4.2.1 mmin mmo* in cohesion with actor + expansion pronoun in a verb syntagm — more 
rarely, subject + expansion in a Nom. Sentence. Double identical referate (contrast §6.1.4.1.1): (A 2 
302) HCOOYN TAP MMOH MMIN MMOH / (ibid. 108) AT€TN2€TB“THYTN MMIN MMUITN / (A 1 204-5) €P€»IN€ NCA" 

7 > Cf. Daumas 1952:128f. 

80 Cf. Kickasola 1975:301 and reff. there; our § 1.3.1.1.(b). 

81 Stern §298 (mmin “ Adverb der Hervorhebung eines Suffixes ”). 
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PIME EOYCUJNE NTETOEIT €PO MHIN MMO / ( Young IA) MN60M A€ MMON E+-ftUJN (i.e. nENCWMA) 2APON MMINE 
MMON / (A 2 373) ANCOTflC NAN E9P9UJPN MMIN MMON / {III 170.22f.) OYH2A2 +-CBUU EBOA 2ITOOTOY MMIN 
MMOOY / (A 2 99) NTAHCOKOY EXUJH MMIN MMOH / (RE 10 162a 8f.) ...EHEIPE MMOH NAH MMIN MMOH / (ibid. 
b 14f.) flENTAHTAAH MMIN MMOH 2APON / (A 2 159) MOPK MMIN MMOK 2N2ENMPPE NUIN2 / (P 130 s 40 Mr) 
(those who wish) EUJMC MftXOI 2APOOY MMINE MMOOY / (III 117.5f.) ANr - OYKATAPUITN AN AAAA ANT-OYKA- 
tapoi MMIN mmoi. (Rarely, the referate of mmin - mmo - is included solely in an agentive phrase: [A 2 
104] 2EN20TBC NE €BOA 2ITNTHYTN MMIN MMUITN [and not by others, contrastive - an exception] / [ibid. 
341] ...2MnTP€2€NTUJ2 9UJne EBOA N2HTOY MMIN MMOOY). Additional exx. : A 2 370, 373, 7//64.10f., 202.27f., 
IV 15.11, Ch. 97.6ff„ 136.8ff„ IVess. 9 117b 4ff„ 131b 6ff., RE 10 162b 14f„ Rudnitzky A 20ff„ etc. 

6.1.4.2.2 Referate: pronoun/noun syntagm: (a) the possessor exponent in the possessive article or 
pronoun: “ (his) own as a rule, with a double referate; almost exclusively in delocutive (third) persons; 
as a rule', with inalienable nouns: (A / 112) EHNACOPH EBOA (the net) ENEHOYEPHTE MMIN mmom / (ibid. 97) 
ZMflTPEMTAAH E2PAI ENEHOYUJ9 MMIN MMOH / (ibid. 213) ...£YPnKE2U)N ETBEnEYCUJMA MMIN MMOOY / (IV 
1 ,2f.) CEOYH2 2NNEYI10AIC MMIN MMOOY / (A 2 368) AHHI~nEHPOOY9 MMIN MMOH / (RE 10 164b 35f.) 
HP20YEC00YN NNE2BHYE MnEMHOY MMIN MMOH / (III 187.1 Of.) AY2E 2NTEYTADPO MMIN MMOY. A marginal 
overlapping with MAYAA - (§6.1.4.1,2c) is evident here. This is the case with 2TOP (MAYAA - , A 2 143; 
MMIN mmo - , ViK 908 CNr, IF 203 ap. Dictionary 727); *YXH (MAYAA - , IV 165.10 mmin mmo-, ibid. 51.17f.). 
Other examples: A 1 233 (pehhi), 276 (T£YnP02AlPECiC), Ch. 175.23f. (oehcnoh); note also EBOA N2HTOY 
MMIN MMOOY (A 1 292-3, A 2 341). 

(b) Referate: determinators ; independent pronouns (predicated in Norn. Sentence/Cleft Sentence): 
extremely rare, compared with the incidence of the exclusive MAY A A - (§6.1.4.1.2): (A 2 49) tNAXUI AE 
Mni9AXE N+KE2E, eneine Mnxoi EXMnPUJME MMIN MMOH (“ comparing the ship to man himself”) / (Wess. 9 

156a 4ff.) (nHPn nnekbui n 2 €pman) etentuutn nE mmin mmujtn / (III 177.5) ntooy mmin mmooy netnacei 

NNEYKAPnOC. 


6.1.4.3 OYAA- “ only... ”, “ ... alone ” 82 is relatively very rare in Shenoute, functionally overlapping 
MAYAA - , compatible (in cotext patterns, §6.1.4.4) with MMIN mmo - , but not with mayaa - (to which OYAA - 
is etymologically related). The forms of this augens on my files are oyaa - (3rd person sgl. and plur.), 
OYAAT - (3rd sgl., 2nd plur.) and OYAT - (2nd plur.). 

(a) Double referate in verb syntagms (+ expansion): (A 1 73) ATETN9UII1E NXPOn nhtn OYAATTHYTN 
/ (III 184.15) ...EATETNEMC-THYTN OYATTHYTN / (IV 117.4f.) NETO NCABE NAY OYAAY / (A 2 503) ...EHTAIO 
MMOH oyaah / (P 130 2 52 TO) TAI ETTAKO MMOH OYAAH / ( B.L.Or. 8800 18 NZ, this line skipped in error 

in Ench. 72, to follow line 38) mh ntujtn an atetntake-thytn oyaatthytn, 

(b) Referate: noun , indep. pronoun (predicative): (III 35.6, parall. Ch. 129.36f.) pakote an’ oyaath, 

H E4>ECOC / (Ench. 71a-b) NTUJTN OYAATTHYTN ATETNCBTE-THYTN 2N 2EN2BHYE NAOIMOC. 

6.1.4.4 Cotext patterns: ‘mmin mmo - + MAYAA - ’, ‘mmin mmo - + OYAA - ’. The frequent co- 
textual pairing collocation of MAYAA - , mmin mmo - and (rarely) OYAA - is a striking stylistic-rhetorical 
device, one that can be put to diagnostic use. The prevalent arrangement, more than twice as common 
as the other, is ‘MAYAA - -* MMIN MMO - ’: (A 1 55) MriN9N-2THN 2APON MAYAAN EP-TME, ENXI MMON 
N60NC MMIN MMON / (A 2 67) 9ATNAY ENCU19 MMON MAYAAN AYUI ENCUI9 MMON MMIN MMON / (ibid. 241) 
ESXE-riPEHP-NOBE NATAKOH MAYAAH NOE ETCH2, nPEHP-nETNANOYH ON NACMNTH MMIN MMOH / (ibid. 458 
[not Sh.], Ill 224.9f.,17f.) OY2HY n£ EH9ANC0YUINH MAYAAH. MnATETEKTHClC TAP COYUINC MMIN MMOC / 


82 Stern §257, Schwarze-Steinthal 346. 
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(IV 6.18f.) GY60NT GPOOY MAYATOY NOYHP... AYUJ GYCA20Y GPOOY MMIN MMOOY / (Ench. 85a) NGNTAYt-APOfl 
NAY MAYAAY AYUJ GAY*SUJnG NAY NCKANAAAON MMIN MMOOY. In (HI 146.24f.) AIAIT N<SONC MAYAAT MMIN 

MMOl we have true clause-internal compatibility. Additional exx : III 162.1 If., 14ff., 165.16ff„ 176.6f. ( 
IV 51.16ff., A 1 305. 

‘MMIN MMO- -> MAYAA<* (A / 219) NI2BHYG GTNflAACCG MMOOY 2Mn€N2HT MMIN MMON AYUJ TNMNT- 
P6MKA-2THN GPON MAYAAN / (A 2 345) fl€TTUJB€ MMOOY flAAAG GXOPOY GPOOY MMIN MMOOY GTPGYPSPn- 
BUJUIT MMOOY MAYAAY / ( Wess. 9 176a 22ff.) AYTUJOYN... G2PAI GAULIOY MMIN MMOOY GAYTOYNOC GMATG G2PAI 
GAUJOY MAYAAY N2UJB NIM GH200Y / (P 130 2 I OZ) GYAI MMOOY N<SONC MMIN MMOOY GBOA 2ITOOTOY MAY - 
AATOY. Other exx.: A / 17, A 2 45, RE 10 164b 2Iff. 

‘ OYAA- -> MMIN MMO=* (A 2 504) AHKTO NNGMBAAG G20YN GPOH OYAAH GAHTMAIOH MMIN MMOM. 

I 

Note also the cotextual combination of the two augentia in the following instances: riGYMTON MMIN 
MMOOY: flCYMTON MAYAAY (A / 9.4:7); ANT-OYKATAPOI MMIN MMOl: NTGTN~2GNKATAPUJTN MAYATTHYTN 
(III 117.6:1 1); GTPGNP"2HBG NAN MAYAAN: GP4JANTMnPUJMG MKA2 N2HT GXUJM MMIN MMOH (ibid. 213.14:16f.). 

6.1.5 Border-line augentia: 2API2APO**, na* 5 areadjunctal prepositional modifiers pronominally 
cohesive (“ reflexive "), with greater or lesser regularity and predictability of this cohesion. On the whole, 
however, they are adverbal (ad-lexemic) rather than ad(pro)nominal modifiers (although this distinction 
is gradient, not dichotomic, to judge by “ true ” augentia). 

6.1.5.1 2API2AP0^ “ apart ", “ on one s own " (Dictionary 634). (a) Adverbal (ad-lexemic) - usually 
intransitive verbs : (III 210.9) ...€WNA €HNHY ehkim 2API2APOH / (ibid. ibid. 18f.) (of the soul) ri€CnuiT H n€C- 
KU)T€ €2PAI 2API2APOC (v./. 2APOC) / (ibid. I 17.6f.) ...€TPA^UI 2API2APOI €€IMOK2 N2HT (also IF 95 apud 
Dictionary 643b) / (P 131 7 45 ro) NC2BHY6 €T€«I«I€ €AAY 2API2APON / (P 131 5 16 vo) €“IA€-OYNOYA A€ XUJ 
MMOC X6“+TBBHY 2API2APOH (note the partial personal concord with the referate — “ mixed ” concord, 
an inverse kind of “style indirect libre or “ erlebte Rede"). Additional exx.: A 2 14, Ch. 42.26ff., 
P 130 1 135 TAe. 

(b) Adnominal (“ apart"): (Wess. 9 176a 3fT.) (they sinned against him, every one in his own way) 

TCYNArWH NKOP€ 2API2APOC... N€NTAYnOPNHY€ 2API2APOOY, N€NTAY€niOYM6l €Y€niOYMIA 2API2APOOY 
AYUJ NKOOY6 THPOY 2API2APOOY / (IV 167.18f.) (every one to his job), N€TP-2MM€ 2API2APOOY, N€TC2AI 
ON 2API2APOOY, MNNKOOYG THPOY KATATAilC. 

(c) An instance of zero referate ? (IV 91.14f.) GYNAnnuriG NOYMA 2API2APOOY MAYAAY (compare §6. 

1.4.1.3). 


6.1.5.2 NA*» 83 is a componential modifier of the verb lexeme (intransitives , mostly verbs of move¬ 
ment or posture; note one instance of OYUJM intransitivized by NA-), which occurs as a rule as imperative', 
NA- signals here a special address tone , corresponding (in non-imperatives) to a self-centered mode of 
action ( Aktionsart ); this often amounts to perfective-aspect characterization. Note that, like other au¬ 
gentia, NA«* here also supplies the gender-number characterization 84 . (A 1 73) ANAXUJPGl nhtn / (A 2 
224) C€l NHTN NNGTN2HAONH NXUJ2M / (ibid. 398) MOO^JG NAK GBOA / (III 192.1, Ench. 67a) MOOSJG NAK G2PAI 
/ (Wess. 9 I39d 12f., 26f.) BUJK NHTN GPATOY... BUIK NHTN GMAY / (IV 104.1) GYNANKOTK NAY MMAY, jussive. 
Rarely, we find non-imperative verb-forms: flUJT NA«- “ run away ” (IV 121.27, 171.2f.) and OYUJM NA-* 
“ eat away ” (Quot. (2) TG^YXH TUJOYN NTGOYUJM NG GBOA 2MnGNTAPGGniOYMGI GPOH). 

83 Stern §503. For the prosodic affinity of with the augens see Polotsky 1961:313 (= CP 417), Emmel 1981 (esp. 

137f.). 

84 On the so-called ‘‘ethical dative ” in Egyptian — a term singularly infelicitous — see Hintze 1950:82ff., with further 
literature. 
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6.2 The augens and modification 

Beyond the paradigmatic identity of the augens, by itself amply indicative of its modifier status (as 
are also, without exception, the respective etymologies), we have encountered several instances where, 
even if formally in ad(pro)nominal cohesion, the augens nevertheless modifies the verb syntagm as a whole 
or its lexemic component. Two augentia have pronoun-less kindred and functionally close or concurrent 
associates: MMATE for MAYAA- (A 2 18 NTAYMOOYTH AN €TB€ NEHNOBE MMAT€ H NTAY2UI EPOH MAYAAH, 
the negation to be referred to both clauses / III 209.If. ...EYOYON2 EfiNOYTE MAYAAH AN AAAA ENKEPUJME 
ON, OYTE NTEYSSIH AN MMAT6 T€TO MMNTPE NNEYMNTACEBHC, AAAA flEZOOY ON) and NOYUIT “ singly ”, ad- 
nominal, which is (as unit-defining) quite different semantically from OYAA-. (NOYUIT, like the adnominal 
MAYAA-, is also a focusing adjunct.) 85 

6,2.1 Focalizability. Most augentia occur in focalization patterns (Ch. 2), where they either 
co-mark the focus or, more rarely, constitute together with their referate a complex (pronoun + augens ) 
focus; this is common with mmin mmo-, MAYAA- and OYAA- (where l would impressionistically say this 
accounts for about a third of all occurrences): (A 2 238-9) €NNA«JXOOY THPOY an / (ibid. 99) NTAHCOKOY 
EXUJH MMIN MMOH / (ibid. 403) NEHNA4IAXE AN 2APOH AAAA EHNAXE - PIETHNACOTMEH / (ibid. 547) EKNAKUI 
EBOA ETBET1EKPAN MAYAAH / (A l 305) MH ESJAYKET-nHI ETBHHTH MAYAAH / (ibid. 239)EYP-NOBE EPOOY MAY- 
AAY / (Wess. 9 144c 24ff.) ETBEREOBBIO AN MAYAAH NTAHXOOC... / (A 2 473) EHCUJ9 AN MflNOYTE AAAA 
EHCUiy MMOH OYAAH. More exx. : III 78.23f., I65.16ff., IV 38.2 2f., 96.13,17, RE II 17a l, Ch. 28.321T., 
72.49ff., 76.52ff., 109.36ff., Wess. 9 110b 7ff., etc. 86 . Compare also the same augentia as co-focal in the 
“nominal” Cleft Sentence (§§6.1.4.1.2, 6.I.4.2.2): (A / 251) NAI AE MAYAAY an netnmmah / (III 177.5) 

NTOOY MMIN MMOOY NETNACEI NNEYKAPnOC. 


6.3 Concluding note: on the functional essence of the augens 

To be precise, one must distinguish between the roles of the pronominal and lexemic components 
of the augens: the former serves the purpose of cohesion, gender-number characterization (after the im¬ 
perative and zero referates) — this component is syntagmatically operative. The lexemic component, 
on the other hand, is paradigmatically assignable 87 : 


• distinctive confrontation : Exclusive 


distinctive confrontation : Inclusive 


marked (+) MAYAA - 

neutral (0) MMIN MMO- 



totality: Integral 

marked (+) THP- 

neutral (0) — NIM (?) 

{nto-} is, beyond doubt, the most interesting of the group. In the first place, its pronominal and 
lexemic components coincide — it is after all the pronominal lexeme. (Or is nto- to be taken as a lexemic 
isolable constituent? This would still leave us with the unanalyzable first persons.) Secondly, it alone 

85 Consider however NHC VII 125.6 W. line 25f. NTK-OYF1NCYMA OYAAH AYUI EHON2 VS. NTK-OYnN€YMA NOYUJT €HON2. Note 
also “ adverbial ” 2UHU-* in Rom. 11:21 (translating xara (puaiv); see Dictionary 651b. 

86 On the other hand, 2 UJUi^ occurs as adjunct to the theme/topic: (IV 195.4) MH 6YWAXE 2UIOY NT€I2€ AN / (Ch. 106.25ff.) 
€I0N2 2UIUTT’ €T€2P€ nmmonaxoc, but also co-focally: (III 56.14) NTOC 2LULUC €CM€ MMOH, foe. pattern (3), §2.3.2. 

87 The prevalence of - 2 umi«* on - compared with -A€ }nto*») is instructive for the semantics of the augens; so also is 
the fact that whereas 2 WUf~ is invariably the second term in the cotextual patterning, (nto-J is either first or second (although as 
the second term — in anaphoric contrast — it is undoubtedly more frequent). 
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of all augentia serves to mark a prominent topic (§2.0.2.1) 88 : like other well-known syntactic phenomena, 
augential modification (esp. by {nto*}) constitutes an option of staging (§2.0.2.0.1) and a means of infor¬ 
mation structuring. The augens is essentially a dialogue, not narration element (first-person egocentric 
“ reporting ” narration excepted). It is not per se “ emphasizing ”(§ 2 . 0 . 2 . 2 ), although it does often play 
a contributive part in focalization: confrontation does after all cover a considerable section of the spectrum 
of inter-clausal cotextual relations, for which focalization is in a way the archetypal functional category. 

9 


I 


88 The prominent topic — also marked by extraposition (§6.0.1) — should be kept distinct from the marked logical 
predicate (rheme/focus), pace Callender 1970:186ff. 
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THE CONJUNCTIVE: AN N-MARKED CONJUGATED ADNEXAL MODIFIER 

7.0.1 Research-historical: grammatical opinion 

7.0.2 A morphological note on the Shenoutean conjunctive 

7.1 Categorial and macro-syntactic characterization of the conjunctive 

7.1.1 A non-initial, inherently satellital verb-form: a modifier 

7.1.2 Verbal nucleus: the conjunctive a categorizable, atemporal, amodal form; group categoriza¬ 
tion; micro-/sub-coordination; AYUJ v.y. 0-; compatibilities; text-grammatical properties; 
paradigms 

7.1.3 Non-verbal nucleus: the conjunctive an adnexal (rhematic) modification form 

7.2 Cotext patterns and paradigms - the verbal nucleus 

7.2.1.1 Nucleus: the imperative system: imperative, rhetorical jussive (MAP€H~/MnPTP€H-), preceptive 

jussive (€SNA-/nn€H-), future III 

7.2.1.1.5 The post-imperatival paradigm 

7.2.1.2 Nucleus: optative (€M€CUITM/NN€MCUJTM); paradigms 

7.2.1.3 Nucleus: final/consecutive conjunctional syntagms; paradigms 

7.2.2 Nucleus: extratemporal predications: y ahcuitm/mehcujtm, «jantmcujtm 

7.2.3 Nucleus: present-based future (hnacujtm) 

7.2.4 Nucleus: protatic syntagms and verb forms 

7.2.4.1 Nucleus: atemporal, generic verb forms: relative-protatic present, parabolic perfect 

7.2.5 Nucleus: apersonal/personal verb nominalizations: the infinitives; the generic person; 

paradigms 

7.2.6 The rhetorical apodotic-retrospective role of the conjunctive; poorly documented or 

inadequately established functions 

7.3 The non-verbal nucleus: adnexal (rhematic) conjunctive 

7.3.1 Nucleus: predicative modifier 

7.3.1.1 “Conjunctional” modifier + conjunctive syntagms 

7.3.2 Nucleus: predicative noun (adnominal conjunctive) 

7.3.3 Nucleus: miscellaneous predicative syntagms or expressions 

7.4 Excursus: the conjunctive and “ that ’’-forms in functional assignment 

7.0.1 Research-historical: grammatical opinion 

The conjunctive is, I believe, the most intriguing of Coptic verb forms: with the circumstantial (§7.1.3) 
it is probably the most important systemically. While its general semasiological value is fairly well under¬ 
stood, we are in the dark regarding its true nature, its syntagmatic and paradigmatic relationships, a 
comprehensive theory to cover all its functions. We know approximately what the conjunctive does 
environmentally; We do not understand its mechanism, nor its own value. Whereas the pre-Coptic (esp. 
Late Egyptian) conjunctive has had to date no less than nine monographs devoted to it (by Gardiner, 
Mattha, Cerny, Wente, Sauneron, Lichtheim, Volten, Callender and Borghouts, in that order), not to 
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mention lengthy grammar and textbook discussions, we have had none for Coptic. This is unfortunate 
and redolent of the prevailing complacency about 44 familiar ” Coptic grammatical categories. One 
suspects that giving the form a traditional 44 Indo-European name” has to some extent blunted the need 
for a fresh, unbiased examination, as well as prejudiced the appreciation of the function of this form, 
unconsciously and perhaps inevitably (witness the modal overtones rashly attributed to the Coptic 
conjunctive). In Egyptian, on the other hand, the strangeness has not been so damped ( 4 ‘ conjunctive ” 
in Egyptian is second- or third-hand terminological transference). Whoever hopes to find a consistent, 
integral systemic picture in the grammarians’ descriptions 1 is due for a disappointment. He will have to 
become reconciled to the unaccounted-for, functionally dual nature of the form — “conjunctival” 
(“continuing”) and 44 subjunctival ” roles; to statements in terms of ellipsis, of various whims of this 
peculiar form, not to mention the fragmentated account: no taxonomy or descriptive statements in terms 
of functional load, compatibilities and generally systeme de valeur can be found. Corpus-specific state¬ 
ments are rare. Stern’s account is, as usual, the most careful and reliable, and his presentation of the 
data is precise and cannot be faulted, even if his interpretation of them is sometimes open to objection. 
A paraphrase (in the original terminology) of the average impression would run as follows (no criticism 
is offered at this point): the conjunctive is a subordinated-clause form, serving as a coordinated (“ cop¬ 
ulative ”) continuation of preceding verb forms — it can be introduced by such conjunctions as AYUJ, 
H, OYT€, AAAA. Being too weak to constitute an autonomous sentence, it connects mostly subject-identical 
sentences to the main verb-form. In Bohairic, and to a lesser degree in Sahidic, it also has a 44 subjunc¬ 
tive ” role 2 . It may have various modal values (“subjective”, final-consecutive, with or without 
suitable conjunctions). In independent status, it expresses modal, deliberative or futuric nuances of will 
or obligation. It can also be dependent upon a Nominal Sentence 3 4 * 6 ; it can be adnominal 4 . Callender’s 
pan-chronic remarks (1973a:69ff) call for special attention. In the framework of a generative model, 
he says, the conjunctive can be handled in a 44 natural ” way (“ a natural explanation ”, p. 72). This 
is by no means a description , let alone a categorial or role appraisal, but one possible schematization of 
conjunctive constructions (meant to illustrate the advantages of a generative model). Although helpful 
(if one subscribes to, and deems instructive, 44 deep structure” realities), this presentation does not in 
any way add to our understanding of the Coptic system of grammar. 

While I do not offer here a critical appraisal of the above statements — my own stand will be made 
clear in the course of the following paragraphs — I must point out that a careful examination of the exam¬ 
ples on which they are based leads one to reject the modal functions alleged for the conjunctive. More¬ 
over, there is no doubt that a dialect-internal, or better corpus-based investigation would make for better 
insight into the issues of AYUJ - vs. 0-, TA- vs. NTA- in the 1st person sgl., and the functioning and compati 
bilities 5 of the form. 

1 Stern §§440ff., 595; Steindorff 1951 :§§366-372, 386; Till §§321ff., 366, 401, 416, 485, etc. 

2 On this “subjunctive” role (mainly in the 1st person) see Stern §§442-6, Till 1928:§139d, Steine>orff 1951:174, Till 
§421, Nagel 1969b:§55b; often it is obvious that the alleged modal value stems from misinterpretation of the construction or 
from the “ quicksands of translation *\ 

3 Till 1928:§139d. 

4 A most important observation (see §7.3.2 below). However, the sole example offered by Till and Steindorff (Job 10:21 

MllA+BUJK eriMA ntatmcott) is not conclusive, since the conjunctive may be taken (in sense, even if not formally) to continue 
MnA+- (cf. the Hebrew 2WK xbl D"1U3, Greek oux avacrrp^tt). 

6 Most present-tense examples turn out to be either of the protatic circ. present (our §7.2.4) or non-actual, non-temporal 
or futuric (predicating NHY). Stern's one example of the conjunctive continuing past tense (Act. 27:33) is emended into the circ. 
present (so Thompson); the conjunctive in Steindorff’s example ( Joh . 12:5) is apodotic rather than continuative (our §7.2.6). Nagel’s 
exx. of the 44 independent ” conjunctive in NHC 11 (1969b:453) may all be interpreted as apodotic or governed by H (our §7.3.1.1; 
on the issue of the 44 independent ” conj., cf. Polotsky 1962b:479 = CP 270). His 44 final ” conjunctive (p. 455) is in fact part 
of the discontinuous 4 xekaac... conjunctive' syntagm. The conjunctive allegedly continuing the perfect (p. 455) is not con¬ 
clusive, and can be referred to N+ infinitive . 
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7.0.2 A morphological note on the shenoutean conjunctive. But for occasional instances 
of transmission of a phonetic actualization of the conjunctive, with the supralinear stroke in its base re¬ 
placed by the vowel €: nehcujtm (e.g. in IV 60.22), Shenoute’s conjunctive has the classical Sahidic mor¬ 
phology. For the first person singular 6 , NTA- is by far the more common form (over thirty occurrences 
in Ch. and L)\ TA“ is attested almost exclusively in the post-imperative paradigm (§7.2.1.1.1) where the 
conjunctive has assumed part of the functional load of the classical tapemcujtm (§7.2.1.1.5); TA~ is thus 
specialized, at the overlap point of the two post-imperatival categories 7 , while NTA- has been generalized; 
at any rate, the two are not mere variants in Shenoute 8 . 

7.1 Categorial and macro-syntactic characterization of the conjunctive 

7.1.1 A non-initial, inherently satellital verb-form: a modifier. The Coptic conjunctive is a 
non-autonomous finite Tripartite Clause conjugation form. Non-initial by nature, it is a specific modifier 
verb expanding (a) a verbal nucleus (§7.1.2, 7.2), (b) a non-verbal nucleus (other modifiers or nouns, often 
in predicative status; §§7.1.3, 7.3). The homonymity of its base (N-, prenominal and pre-zero allomorph 
NT6-) with N“, the modifier marker par excellence , is in all probability meaningful (its pre-Coptic forms 
notwithstanding 9 ); so is its synchronically peculiar personal morphology (the only Tripartite Conjugation 
base not followed by a “ suffix’’-paradigm pronoun). Except for the 1st person singular, this is hom- 
onymic with the Bipartite Pattern pronominal actor. This, no less than the base of the conjunctive, 
must be a constituent part of its distinctive feature, symptomizing its functional speciality as an inductible, 
categorizable form. More on the correlation of its formal composition and functional value — adnexal 
modification — see §7.1.3 below. 

7.1.2 The verbal nucleus: the conjunctive a categorizable, atemporal, amodal form; group 
categorization; micro-/sub-coordination; ayuj vs. 0-; compatibilities; text-grammatical prop¬ 
erties; paradigms 

7.1.2.1 The conjunctive is a categorizable verb-form, that is not only retro-dependent but impressed 
with the characteristics of the nuclear form expressed by a conjugation base, converter or any other formal 
indications of tense, mode or syntactic status. Of its own, the conjunctive has only (beside the ability 
to predicate a verb lexeme) the exponents of person (nom. and pronominal actors) and negation cate¬ 
gories; yet even for those the conjunctive may still be induced by the nuclear verb: this is signalled by the 
negative fact of non-assertion (zero) of negation, by the junctural linkage of pronominal-personal con¬ 
cord. By the assertion of negation (TM in its proper slot 10 11 ), or by the disruption of the said concord for 
the (pro)nominal actor, the conjunctive is auto-categorized for negation and person respectively. The 
conjunctive is not tense/mode-indifferent, but 44 co-qualifiable ” n . By itself unmarked for these cate¬ 
gories, it is marked cotextually , with the effect of constituting, together with its nuclear verb, a specific 

6 See Polotsky 1944:lOf. (= CP l!5f.). 

7 Polotsky 1944:1fF. (= CP 106fT.), !950:87ff. (= CP 222ff.). 

8 Variation status for NTA-/TA- in Shenoute immediately identifies the non-Shenoutean grammatical system of quotation 
(/// 56.1 Of., 111.14f., IV 26.22f., Ch. 193.7ff. etc.). 

0 Diachronically, the original form of the conjunctive (acc. to Gardiner’s thesis), hn'-ntf-sdm , is analyzable as a prepo¬ 
sition governing an {actor -f- verb) nexus, with its modifier status evident {hn* features in all reconstructions. See Borghouts 1979 

notes 2 and 9). 

% 

10 I have no example of the nucleus - conjunctive dependency being adjunct-negated by AN (cf. §2.9.1.2.3 for other clause- 
conjugation adjuncts. In I Cor. 4:19, AN negates another modifier). 

11 Cf. Gonda 1957:19. 
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closely knit subtextual unit, its cohesion signalled by syncategorization 12 : the conjunctive represents 13 
the nuclear verb in the linear sequence, with reduced characterization. The conjunctive extends, evolves 
unravels and contentualizes the nuclear notion, or attaches 14 and often serializes additional verbal no¬ 
tions, in a construction that is paradigmatically related to (and in contrastive analysis is comparable 
with) a coordinated complex. 

7.1.2.2 The 4 verb - conjunctive ’ dependence does not strictly fit the usual narrow definition of 
coordination (cf. Dik 1972:25fT. : “ the coordinated terms are equivalent as to grammatical function and 
bound together at the same level of grammatical hierarchy ” 15 ) since the two terms are syntactically not 
on a par. Moreover, their attachment may be either paratactic-asyndetic (juxtaposed) or syndetic, with AYUl, 
H (NTOH), AAAA 44 mediating ” between them. (These elements are hierarchically in the conjunctive immedi¬ 
ate-constituent: they are its premodifiers [§1.1.2.2]. The pre-modification of the conjunctive is not less free 
than for other verb clauses; it may be fairly extensive, making it — together with intercalations and expan¬ 
sions of the nucleus — often difficult at first sight to refer the conjunctive to its nucleus. Some striking exx. 
are IV 74.4ff., 92. lOflf. Particles too, like A€/M€N and NTOH clearly belong in the conjunctive clause. What¬ 
ever the hierarchic status of coordinators in other languages I6 ,1 cannot see any cogent reason for assigning 
the Coptic ones as a separate IC in the analytic model; AYUJ, even if regularly used in a coordinating role, 
is for all that a premodifier [§1.3.10] 17 .) The opposition between syndetic and asyndetic conjunctives is 
complicated, being regulated by numerous juncture-significant parameters: concord/discord of person, 
of negation; extent of intercalation between nucleus and conjunctive. In the main paragraphs below, 
I shall adduce specific data on the distribution of both constructions. However, it is possible to present 
the ~ AYUJ “ vs. -0- opposition in the nucleus - conjunctive syntagm as a binary privative one, and, by re¬ 
ferring to its paradigmatic relationship with the real coordinative syntagm (‘ verb + AYUl + verb ’), resolve 
its function: micro-c<X)rdination (hereafter symbolized -«—► ; - AYUl - , - H -aaaa - etc.; also variant , 
non-significant absence [-] of AYUl) vs. subcoordination (h—>, 0-, AYUl excluded): the former non-vectorial, 
undirected, symmetric - reciprocal, antithetic, accumulative, reversible 18 , synonymous (here we find 
the figure-like repetition of lexemes) and serializing 19 ; the latter vectorial , directed, irreversible 20 . Whereas 

12 Among comparable 44 Gruppenflexion ” (or 44 suspended affixation ”) cases in other languages, one recalls the Turkish 
(Altaic) gerund or converb (esp. the - ip gerund, called by Kononov the 4 ‘ conjunctive gerund ”); it is, however, not finite —* with 
the progressive reduction in characterization being more drastic — and cannot be concatenated in a series of converbs; the Amharic 
gerund, being finite, is perhaps a closer parallel (see Lohmann 1965:225ff.; G. Goldenberg, BSOAS 40:489ff., 1977 for the termino¬ 
logical history of the Ethiopian forms). Compare also the well-known “ narrative infinitives ” in various languages (Latin, Romance 
languages (cf. Regula 1951:157ff.], Celtic languages, Semitic languages). 

13 “ Abldsend ” (“ continuing -f- replacing ”, “ relieving ”) seems to have been a keyword in the early descriptions (Stern 
§ 447, p. 277, Steinthal-Misteli 1893:298f.); cf. Tobler 1886:216ff. (on direct speech relieving indirect: 44 (ein Modus] der 
den Gedanken fortsetzt und weiterfuhrt und, besonders wenn das Subjekt dasselbe bleibt, sammtliche Verbalformen ablosen kann ”). 

14 Cf. Steinthal-Misteli’s 44 adjunct /v” (1893:298f.). 

15 Cf. Sandmann I954:208ff. (“ interchangeability, morphological uniformity, common relationship to a third element ”). 
The 4 verb 4- conjunctive ’ complex does enter Bally's broader definition of coordination (1950:§68f.). 

16 Cf. Dik !972:52fT. for the two views on the hierarchic structure of coordination. I cannot see how one can be dog¬ 
matic on this point in general, seeing this is a decided language-specific issue. On English and , though, I would agree with Wells, 
De Groot and others (against Blumel, Bloomfield and others, incl. Dik himself) assigning and in “ he huffed and he puffed ” to the 
second IC, rather than regarding it as a third intermediating constituent (see reff. in Dik toe. cit.). 

17 Compare in Late Egyptian hr and m-mjtt preceding the conjunctive (Borghouts 1979:16 n. 19). Note that the junction 
of nucleus and conjunctive is by no means the same as between two conjunctives in a series ’— even though AYUl, H etc. do occur 
in both slots. I concentrate here on the former; the latter is comparatively uninteresting, not differing (acc. to my analysis) from 
coordinated adjuncts. 

18 Cf. the Sanskrit itaretayoga and samuccaya dependencies (Gonda 1957:59f.). 

18 Not catalogic, but rather as “ enumerative Redeweise” (Havers 1931:15, 114, 154,203; IF 45:229-251, 1927) breaking 
the action up into stages and presenting them one by one. 
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the former differs from true coordination only in terms of closer juncture realized by the link of syncate- 
gorization 2 \ the latter may express logical nuances of purpose, consequence, circumstance and content, 
which would (in contrastive consideration) correspond to a hypotactic rather than paratactic manner of 
expression 22 . 

In the following pages, we shall observe the varying categorization contour of the individual patterns, 
displaying data regarding personal maintenance (i. e. pronominal concord 23 ), negation syncategorization 
(negative -> affirmative), negation encategorization (affirmative/negative nucleus -> negative conjunctive, 
not resuming the nuclear negation) 24 , negation maintenance (neg. nucleus -> neg. conjunctive, resuming 
the nuclear negation) and the special personal encategorization (§7.2.5, infinitive + conjunctive ). All must 
be correlated with the formal /functional distinction - AYUJ - vs. -0- («—► vs. H—►) 25 ; this informa¬ 
tion in fact constitutes the distinctive “ profile ” of each pattern. 

to 

7.1.2.3 Compatiblities. The nucleus verb may consist of (a) an extratemporal 26 or merely contex¬ 
tually temporal verb-form (“JAH-/M6H-, yjANTM-, MnATM-, protatic syntagms, infinitive, €TP€HCUITM) or (b) 
modal verb-forms (imperatives, optative [alias 41 Third Future ”]) or (c) the present-based 44 imminent ” 
future (— NA-), a complex temporal function or (d) the perfect and present tenses in certain non-temporal 
roles. The conjunctive is compatible only with a transcending, temporally non-specific, equivocal, non¬ 
actual, uncharacterized or irrelevant frame of reference. 

7.1.2.4 On the text-grammatical level, the conjunctive (again, compatible with [rhetorical] dialogue 
and exposition, not with narrative texture and its catalogic, time-axis serialization) constitutes with its 
nucleus a specific subtextual unit, comparable (esp. in the case of a concatenation of multiple conjunctive 


10 Not necessarily in cases of 44 irreversible binomial ” collocations (Malkiel 1959) like 44 live and die ”, 44 eat and drink 44 
(see §7.2.1.1.1 and passim for the latter collocation in Coptic). 

21 Other comparable types of the group-categorization link (§6.0.2): the narrative nta- (rel.) A4- (/K40.3), NTAfixo€lC tap 

(Sec. Perf.) xooc ayui aan NMn»A... (///73.5f.), N€TPO€ic AYUJ 6T2AP62 (IV 21.10); they are paradigmatically relatable to the 4 verb + 

% 

conjunctive 4 syntagm. 

22 The “subjunctive” function of the conjunctive, diachronically regarded (by Steinthal-Misteli 1893:298) as the last 
phase of a transition from a coordinative 44 adjunctive 44 to a subordinate role, as a 44 parataxis 44 (in the sense of 44 conjunction¬ 
less hypotaxis ”). 

23 Not necessarily simple concord: in cases like (nOYA nOYA mmon) -*• ntn- (IV 32.14f.) or (AAAY 2PAI N2HTN H 2ATNTHYTN 
NTUJTN) NC€- (ibid. 35.27f.) the concord is no less in evidence than in a straighforward repetition of the pronoun. 

24 Affirmative encategorization is marked by premodifiers such as AAAA (e.g. Ill 31.4f.). 

25 A frontal extraposition to the actor of the conjunctive as a rule conditions ayui, overruling and neutralizing the micro-: 
subcoordination opposition (e.g. Ill 139.17f., IV 66.8flF.). This reduces the tridimensional opposition (a) to a bidimensional one (b) 
(consider however the construction in A 1 135-6, III 220.2ff.). 





AYUI (Variation?) (—) 


M€N/A€ 



ayui (Variation?) (—) 


28 Koschmieder 1965:13ff.25, 31 (of the Turkish aorist). Cf. Polotsky 1959:460 (= CP 237) n. 1. 
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forms) with our (Western) paragraph — a polyarthric unit with unmistakable initial and terminal signals 
and exponents of cohesion, which (at the thematic level) sets forth and “ embroiders ” 27 a specific topic. 

7.1.3 The non-verbal nucleus. It is somewhat more difficult to conceive of the conjunctive as 
expanding any element but the verb; yet this construction is most important, a key pattern furnishing a 
clue to the functional mystery of the form. On first analysis, here too the nucleus is predicative (in its 
limited extent): a predicate noun (K6KOYI (n€), OYMOI26 (T€) etc.) with the conjunctive both an expansion 
and (in the larger complex) a sentence-constituent in its own right; a modifier (mostly of Greek origin; 
Monc, 2UJCT6, 6IMHTI, KAN, MNNCUJC etc.) — here the conjunctive may be taken to expand (also conten- 
tualize) the modifier, predicative in a single-term clause (# modifiers #, §1.2.1.3.2) 28 — yet also having 
a role of sentence-constituent in the larger extent of modifier + conjunctive; a modifier in another predi¬ 
cative pattern (nAPAKEKOYl (n€), §1.2.1.2); other predicative (sometimes modifier-equivalent) syntagms 
or expressions: M€“#A*-(K) “perhaps”, “(you) do not know”; AAAO- “it is something else...”, MH 
r€NOiTO “God forbid”, 2AM0I “would that”, (N€)nanoyc (n€) “it (were) better”. (The individual 
nuclei will be studied in paradigmatic detail below, with the paradigms of substitutables for the con¬ 
junctive.) 


7.1.3.1 As noted, all these nuclei can be shown to be, in their own extent , predicative. In terms 
of overall information-structure , however (FSP, §2.0.2.3) careful evaluation shows them to be essential 


first-position sentence constituents 


themes — with the conjunctive the second, rhematic constituent; 


the relationship between the nucleus and the conjunctive is nexal in addition to its being expansional. 
This analysis is, I believe, equally applicable to the adverbal conjunctive: the verb - conjunttive dependency 
is complex, twofold, combining a nexal relationship with a satellital (expansional) one. That the two 
dependencies are not by any means incompatible 29 is amply illustrated by the other important adnexal 
modifier sentence-form in Coptic, namely the circumstantial 30 — in fact, the conjunctive is often in 
paradigmatic association with the circumstantial, both adnominally 31 , adverbally, and occasionally in 
ad-modifier status. Both circumstantial and conjunctive are “ wortbezogen”, participial ((xerox?)-) forms, 


in the sense of “sharing 


*9 


4 4 


participation 


51 


44 


cooperative union” (“ Teilhabe eines Vorgangs oder 


Zustands an einem anderen ” 32 ) of two predication-carrying clauses in an ultraclausal predication com- 


27 Borghouts 1979:16, 24. 

28 This is Tesni£re’s analysis (1965:188f.) of such French constructions as “ heureusement que... ”, 44 probablement que... ” 
(see Tobler 1886:51-4, !02f., for two comparable ^-constructions in Old French). Comparable are Israeli Hebrew /e-clauses 
after 44 impersonals ” (Ros£n 1977:113-5; a special part of speech, definable by this pattern as a 44 predicative constituent of a 
sentence nucleus ”: k e day ie- 44 it is advisable that... ”, mutarjasur §e- 44 it is allowed/forbidden... the ie- clause is the personal 
alternant of the infinitive). See also Ros£n 1979:462f.). I would not term the Coptic nuclei 44 impersonal ”, which has a specific 
morphological and morphosyntactic Indo-European connotation, but rather define them as 44 non-verbal elements adnexally ex¬ 
panded by the conjunctive ”. 

29 Cf. Ch. 2 (p. 81) on III 19l.21ff. (cf. Barri 1978). 

30 Shisha-Halevy 1972:§0.4 and passim , 1976a:47, 1976c: 134 n. 3. 

31 The interesting adnominal paradigm , which has yet to be further investigated, is: 

relative (attributive) / 

neutralized after non-n determination 


(noun syntagm) 


circumstantial (adnexal) \ 

conjunctive (adnexal, micro/subcoordinating, contentualizing) 
€TP€M- (contentualizing) 

X€- (generic, “such... as”) 


See further in §7.4 below. 

32 Lohmann (1965:224ff.) studies this category in languages of different type. 
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plex ( Satzgefiige ). Beyond the basic semasiological differences 33 between the two verbal modifiers, we 
note the following interrelated structural ones: 


Circumstantial 

Conjunctive 

(a) “ Converter ”: a “ vertical ”, transsecting 
syntactic category; self-characterizing for 
grammatical categories. 

Non-transsecting. Unmarked for most gram¬ 
matical categories. 

(b) With no significant syncategorization. 

In syncategorization cohesion. 

(c) Also initial. 

Non-initial. 

(d) Focalizable. Characteristically predicative 
complementation. 

Non-focalizable. Uncharacteristically pred. com¬ 
plementation. 


Notes, (b) The circumstantial is syncategorized (for person) when it is a predicative complement 

9 

of auxiliary “ descriptive ” verbs (AHAO €M-, AMOYW €H-), in suppletive periphrases (AM9Uiri€ €M-) 34 
or generally after verbs “ of incomplete predication ”. (c) It is an open question whether the conjunctive 
can occur in absolutely initial position (i.e. after or in text-initial position). The view that it is found 
initially is held by most grammarians: I do not share this view, which is not corroborated by Shenoutean 
usage, (d) I do not know of any unequivocal instance of the conjunctive focalized by the Second Tense 
or any other topicalization form, yet some exx. indicate that the conjunctive can complement verbs “ of 
incomplete predication ”, in paradigm with the more usual circumstantial (CNA9wne/€CSAN«JUJn€ + con - 
junctive , exx. below). 

Needless to say, point (a) subsumes the elementary difference between a converted syntagm and a 
“ basic ” (i.e. unconverted — but, in our case, unconvertible) “ conjugation-form ” syntagm; this distinc¬ 
tion makes for others, in the negativing procedure and other syntactic phenomena. But in this respect 
it will not do to be too dogmatic: one realizes, with some surprise, that here the morphological oddity 
of our form somehow falls into place. Historically, this is the only Tripartite Pattern form the base of 
which does not go back to an auxiliary-verb nucleus or to jw-. Synchronically, it is the only Tripartite 
Pattern form in which the actor-expression is not a suffix pronoun, but a paradigm coincident with that 
of the prefix pronouns (except for the 1st person sgl. which, it may be argued, is “ heteroclitic ”, supple- 
tively imported from tapehcujtm). Putting two and two together, it may perhaps not be rash to make the 
following suggestions: 

(a) The conjunctive characteristic N/NT€ occupies an intermediate position between a conjugation base 
and a converter (in the micro- and macro-syntactic sense) 35 . 

(b) Whereas the first IC-analysis of all other Tripartite Pattern forms is 


conjugation base + actor suffix 


(nucleus [“ pro-verb ”; §5.4]) 


verb lexeme (“ infinitive ”) 

(satellite) 


33 These are as a matter of fact not as pronounced as might be expected: the circumstantial too is often M coordinative ” 
(consider €M- III 13.15, 203.19f., and especially €AH- Ch. 54.58, 93.30f., Ill 18.3, 113.18, Cat . 42.39), while the conjunctive may 
express various ‘ ‘ subordinative ” shades of meaning (cause, effect, result, content). 

34 Shisha-Halevy 1972:§1.3 (pp. 57-66). 

35 See §2.0.1.1 above. 
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— or, in the thematic structure, actor i [base + verb lexeme] 

(theme) J (discontinuous rheme) — 

that of the conjunctive is different: 

N J [actor + verb lexeme] 

(NT€) J (theme) (rheme) 

and is to a degree analogous to the structure of a converted conjugation form: N-, the syntactically signal¬ 
ling “ nota relationis ” is a full constituent, not in the same IC as the actor exponent. Thus, we cannot 
claim full material identity of the converter-like base of the conjunctive with the prepositional — adjunctal, 

i 

but often also adnexal — N-, but the similarity in form and function cannot be ignored. I see the conjunc- 
tive base N~ as the signal or exponent of a specific syntactic status: NMCUITM is the representative of the whole 
class of verbal predications in the modifier-conversion form. Just as the nota relationis N- is the modifier- 
mark par excellence (§1.0.1 and passim), so is NMCUJTM the quintessential verbal modifier — and this is 
correctable with its present-like bipartite # theme - rheme # schematic structure 36 . 

(c) Following the base, the rest of the conjunctive form — noun-syntagm/prefix-like pronoun + verb 
lexeme — must be further lC-analyzed (second analysis) as two pattern constituents of equal syntagmatic 
standing: theme + rheme , and not in terms of a nucleus - satellite dependency. This returns us to the 
Bipartite Pattern, and this ties in with the functional 44 indifference ” or unmarkedness of the conjunctive 
with regard to most temporal-modal categories 37 . (Incidentally, -TM- — characteristic of all Clause Con¬ 
jugations, Polotsky 1960a:§27 — is the verbal-modifier negation in Coptic, apart from its use to negative 
the infinitive.) 

7.2 Cotext patterns and paradigms » 

7.2.1 # MODAL PREDICATION + CONJUNCTIVE # 

7.2.1.1 The imperative system 

7.2.1.1.1 The imperative 

(a) Subcoordination (H—►): nuclear verb affirmative/negatived; conjunctive affirmative; personal mainte¬ 
nance disrupted; negation syncategorization 38 (/// 181.10) tujoyn ntnmetanoi, inclusive 1st person plural: 
“ you and us ” / (A 1 206) OYUIM NPCUI — “ irreversible binomial ”, cf. ibid . 60YUJM AYUl €CUJ, AYOYUJM 
AYUJ aycuj. However, in the light of (A 2 437) nim n€TNAOYUJM AYUJ NHCUJ AANTM, (RE 11 18a llff.) MA- 
P6H0YUIM AYUl NHCUI, (n€TOYUIM AYUl €TCUI, CMOYUIM AYUJ €MOU), (IV 66.17) MHATOYOYUIM AYUl NCECUJ, etc., 
one must conclude that subcoordination is not the rule in Coptic in this case. / (/// 210.15f.,19f.) AMOY 
NrNAY €T€I*YXH €NTAflCATANAC AAC HBAAH / (ibid, 16.12, 18.1) KAAT TATP€N€CNHY P“OYANA«J NAI 39 / (IV 


38 The non-actual, non-durative present (§3.1.2.1.1) being tense-unmarked, is here called to mind. 

37 This analysis (already suggested in outline by Schwarze, Schwarze-Steinthal 451 : “die Verbindung des Relativs... 
mit den Verbal-Pr5fixen des Prfisens ”) is here advocated for Sahidic (and “ Middle Egyptian ”) only. The Akhmimic con¬ 
junctive (and some other non-literary forms) in which the pronominal form is truly homonymic with the present, might be sim¬ 
ilarly analyzed, although the zeroing of the N- must be accounted for. In Bohairic, the conjunctive base + actor seems a veritable 

“pro-verb” (§5.3). See Kahle 1954:160ff. for an interesting analysis of N-zeroed forms of the conjunctive in various dialects. 
Incidentally, this approach ties in with Mattha's reconstruction of the conjunctive as hn ‘ ntt-jw.f hr sdm (.BIFAO 45:43-55, 1947; 
rejected by Cerny, JEA 35:25-30, 1949; see Volten 1964:79f.). 

38 Cf. Sauneron, BIFAO 61 (1962) 59-67. 

39 KAAT TA-, not attested in the Sahidic New Testament, occurs in the Old Testament {Job 10:20), Bohairic (XUJ nhi NTA-, 
XAT NTA-), and especially (?) in Akhmimic (cf. Till 1928:§139c). 
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1.14) CUTTM tat amok €MMNT*sjan2THH Mn€TAOC€. Note that both instances of the 1st person sgl. are cau¬ 
sative (lexically or grammatically): see §7.2.1.1.4 / ( Ch. 185.48ff.) dUiyJT EANN6KCAPI ntnay A€-OY ri€ 
niKMOM N«JUJB2 (cf. IV 200.14) / (Ch. 72.251T.) KA-NOYUJN«J NC60YA20Y NCANOYUJN«J / (ibid. 102.5ff.) MnPCUITM 
NTOM €POl 6IAUI NNAl NT€TN€B«J-THYTN CN200Y NNHCT6IA €TTH«J, consecutive. Syncategorized negation 
/ (P 131 7 25 ro) AOinON MnPP-AM€AHC NC6UJTAM €PUJN €MriPO (sic) MflMA NA|-flA2P€ / (RE 10 160a 32f.) BUJK 
NTETNAOOC... / (III 29.26) «JAA €XUIN NTN€IP€ KATAN6NTAKAOOY €PON / (ibid. 63.20f.) +-2THK A€ 2UJUJH €riAO- 
TOC... NMAUJ NAK... / (P 130 s 83 PIA) AMOY N«JOPn €BOA 2NNEKAKA6APCIA, TOT€ NTAOOC A€ “TIACUITHP”: 
the temporal sequence is explicitated; not so in (Ch. 55.4flf.) TAAO €P04 NTTOBCH ntbuik €2PAI NT€l “ Mount 
it (your horse), and spur it, and go up (to the sky) and come away ”. 

(b) Microcoordination (-<—►) is here less usual. Nuclear verb — affirmative only; conjunctive: affirmative/ 
negative (very rare); personal maintenance; negation syncategorization (very rare): (Ch. 164.19ff.) +-2THTN 
AYUJ NT6TNPOEIC NT€TN“IAHA / (IV 41.9f.) AAK N6AAXICTON 2Mn«JAA€ NT€KTAt1PO NTAAK NATN06I 2NTMHT6 
NNCAB€€Y (cf. Ill 91.4ff. ANAY... NT6TNNAY A€ 2UJIUM) / (/// !93.3f.) «JIN€ NCA+PHNH NmUJT NCUJC / (ibid. 
63.9ff.) CUJOY2 A€ C20YN... NrT[M«JUJ]An €nA20Y. 

7.2.1.1.2 The rhetorical jussive MAP€H-/MnPTP€H-. This form, in Scripture Coptic the causative 
imperative , functionally coextensive with the jussive (“third-person imperative”) 40 , has in Shenoute a 
different standing. As a jussive, it is curtailed in function, specialized and marked for rhetorical and 
“ figurative ” jussive mode, while for the objective, “ real ”, usually preceptive and generally unmarked 
jussive the autofocal Second Future 6MNACUITM (§§2.1.3, 7.2.1.1.3) is used (with nn€M-, a suppletive negative 
form, apart from the rare €MNA“ AH and perhaps MfiPTPEM-): MAPEHCUJTM and CHNACUJTM are to be regarded 
as allo-forms , in rhetorical and preceptive/unmarked environment respectively. 

(a) (H—►): Nuclear verb: affirmative/negative; conjunctive: affirmative only; neg. syncategorization; per¬ 

sonal maintenance disrupted (note that as a pronominal actor we find only the 3rd person plural): (III 
149.19) MAPOYEI NC€N6X*-nA6C€ 620YN 62PAN, also ibid. 201.12 / (ibid. 18.24ff.) MAP6N6TNAT1APABA MriTUnSJ... 
OY€2-NOB€ €ANN€YNOB€ NTEnPAN MnNOYT€ «JUJn€ 6HOYAAB / (IV 39.4ff.) Mf1PTP€OYA CUTTM... A€~... NC€~ 
M€€Y€... subcoordination of consequence ; neg. syncategorization / (ibid. 37-8) MnPTP€YnPOC€X€ 

6PON 2ITNH6TTUJ2M... NC66NTN €P€N€N2HT mnncn^yxh “JOYEIT, neg. syncategorization. Note the discontinu¬ 
ous actor exponence (for a passive-equivalent form), remarkable for TP€-, -Y- -I- 2ITN- + C€-. 

(b) (<—►): Nuclear verb: affirmative/negative; conjunctive: affirmative only; neg. syncategorization; per¬ 
sonal maintenance. (Ch. 163.3Iff.) mapoyaicoane ayuj ncecujtm cnerAUJ mmoc *€- / (ibid. 165.22f.) ma- 

PMPOCIC NTNNH4>€ / (RE II 18a llff.) MAPCHOYUJM AYUJ NHCUJ: see under §7.2.1.1.1(a) / (P 130 6 22 4>N) ANON 
2UJUJN UJ N6CNHY MAPNP”TM€ AYUJ NTNAUJ NTM€... AYUJ NTNP-Mn»A MflNOYTC... / (IV 5.2Iff.) MTIPTPCNAAN 
nujmmo €nNOYT€... ayuj NTNUJUJnc nxaac... — neg. syncategorization. 

7.2.1.1.3 The preceptive/unmarked jussive: €HNACUJTM/nn€HCUJTM. This is the form intruding 
(in diachronic view) into the neat Scriptural suppletive imperative paradigm imperative/ MAPEM-, disturbing 
jts equilibrium and acting to confine the classical jussive mapemcujtm to its specialized rhetorical value. Note 
the following distinctive characteristics of this cotext pattern: (a) The opposition microcoordination : 
subcoordination is here virtually neutralized, as pertinent AYUJ does not occur here at all 41 , and the con¬ 
junctive as a rule specifies the actual (logico-temporal) sequence of phases in the execution of the instruc¬ 
tions. (b) Personal maintenance is here usual, (c) The textual distribution is in this case understandably 


40 A (typically non-classical?) case like (IV 114.18f.) MAPJMn»A NNAY €POM... ayuj MAP€MKOAAZ€ mmoi proves the rhetoricity 
of the Shenoutean mapchcujtm. 

41 Barring the overruling conditioning of AYUJ before a frontal extraposition to the actor of the conjunctive, see n. 25. 
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limited: almost all instances occur in non-rhetorical “Vita Monachorum ”-type textual stretches (a single 
instance in Chassinat). Nuclear verb: affirmative/negative; conjunctive: affirmative/negative; personal 
maintenance (see below); neg. syncategorization, encategorization. (IV 93.If.) eynanay cneroYNAXiTH 

EPOOY NOEIK... NCEAITOY NAY 2MnCHY MflTUhS / (ibid. 61-2) EYNAEI N6INECNHY NCE*AAAEI EPOOY NCCTOMCOY 
/ (ibid. 160.2f.) EYNAC2AICOY NCETNNOOYCOY NAY NC€NAY EnETE«J«IE EAAH / (ibid. 161.2If.) EYNAONE-nE- 
6A06 enCUIMA ETMOOYT NTE2ENN06 NPUJME MEI 2AAUJH AYUJ 2APATM... EPE-riETHEI 62PAI NAN _ TEMNA2BE €BOA 
NTEnETNAMEI +-TUJH €20YN / (ibid. 83.14f.) EYNA^AAAEI N4JOMT NCOn... NCE«JAHA N90MNT NCOn... A solitary 
instance of the personal maintenance disrupted is rhetorical (Ch. 187.2ff.) EYNA+-2THY XE-EPENETPA^H 
XE’OY AYUI XE~OY NENTAYC2AIC0Y... AYUJ NTNMTON MMON 2NNEY«JAXE NOYOEIN (although here the 1st person 
person plur. may be taken to resume anacoluthically the preceding PUJME NIM). Additional exx.: IV 
46.5f., 50-1, 66.2ff.,7ffi, 83.12f.,l7f.,20f., 111.9f.,I4f., etc. 

The negative counterpart of jussive EMNACUJTM appears to be NNEHCUJTM, syncategorizing the conjunc¬ 
tive: (IV 73.1 Off.) NNEAAAY... XEH-JCUJ2T EAAAY MMA MMOOY... H NC€AI“CNOH MMOOY / (ibid. 88.Iff.) NNEOYA 
H 20IN€ OY€M-N€TCOTn... NTEKEOYA H 2ENKOOYE 0YEM“NET60XB H NETCO«JH / (ibid. 103.5f.) NNEPUJME N2HTN 
6\U NHTMBUIK EF10YUJM — a striking case of subcoordination: the neg. conjunctive does not maintain the 
negation of NNE-, but contentualizes <SUJ; consider the variant reading 6\n N0YE9NBUJK and the parallel in 
(IV 66.24f.) 6U) ETMBUJK. 

7.2.1.1.4 EHECUJTM, properly speaking the optative (§7.2.1.2), is also used as a polite or restrained 
imperative and jussive 42 : (IV 43.23) EHEHIAXE MNNETNAXI THPOY NM2WN ETOOTOY ETPEY-... / (ibid. 62. 
15f.,24) ETETNEHOO^E 2inA20Y NNECNHY NTETNtfUJ ETETNOYHY MMOOY... ETETNCUJyi NTETN«JAHA / (III 157. 
Ilf.) EYEXOOC EnZAAO 2ATHN AYUJ EYEAOOC EOAAUJ 2A2TNTHYTN H NCEXOOC EN2AAOI ETZATNT^YTN... I (IV 

207.26) EYEOYunyB nceaooc xe~~... (more exx.: Ill 157.21, IV 43.9ff). 

7.2.1.1.5. The post-imperative paradigm: members and functions 



TAPEHCUITM 

rhetorical, affective; archaistic-Biblical stylistically 
marked; ensured desirable result (§7.2.1.1.5.1) 

imperative 

AYUJ + fut. I 

unmarked, not purposeful consequence 43 : III 21.2AF., 
116.4f., Ch. 152.49ff., IV 40.5ff., 41.3flf. 

4 CUITM ’ 

0 + fut. I 

Ill 17.2, fVess. 9 139a 20ff. 

4 MflPCUJTM ’ 

AYUJ + imperative 

coordination of reciprocally symmetric or mutually 
independent imperatives 44 : 


AYUJ + rhet. jussive 

III 25.4, IV 162.1 Of. 


conjunctive 

micro-/subcoordination 


ETPEH“ 

deliberate purpose 


42 Polotsky 1 950:84ff. (= CP 219ff.). 

43 Cf. Polotsky 1944:7f. (= CP 1 !2f.). In Shenoute, the future is not restricted to the 1st person singular. 

44 Compare (A 1 57) 2AP€2 MriPTP€YTA2UJTN OYT€ MnPTPEAAAY €1M€, ibid. 234 CUUTM AYUJ MAP€NP-20T€. 
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rhetorical jussive 

‘ MAP6HCUJTH ’ 

‘ MnPTP€HCUITM ’ 

AYU) + fut. I 

unmarked consequence: Ch. 37.1 Off. 

AYUJ + rhet. jussive 

two coordinated jussives: mutually independent (IV 
38.6ff., U4.18f.), 

or reciprocally symmetric (IV 156.7, Ch. 165.30ff.) 

conjunctive 

micro-/subcoordination 

€TP€H- 

deliberate purpose 

TAP6HCUJTM 

stylistically marked consequence (§7.2.1.1.5.1) 

precepti ve jus si ve 

‘ CHNACIUTM ’ 

‘ €H€CUITM ’ 

• 

AYUJ + prec. jussive 
(very rare) 

AYUJ €M€CUJTM (rare) 

mutually independent, non-sequential coordination: two 
separate enjoinments; reciprocal symmetry (III 157.1 If,, 
IV 58.15, 99.17f.) 

conjunctive 

sequential micro-coordination 

TAP6HCUITM (rare) 

► 

§7.2.1.1.5.1 


7.2.1.1.5.1 Like MAP€~, TAP€MCUJTM, the classical " Future Conjunctive ”, is in Shenoute restricted 
and shifted in value compared with its role in the Scripture idiom 45 — the post-imperatival apodotic form 
with a promissive overtone. In Shenoute, it is not the conjunctive (with which TAP€M- has synchronically 
the satellital status in common — the same kind of modification dependency in relation to the nuclear 
verb 46 ) that has encroached on its territory, but rather the coordinative AYUJ + future /. Generally speak¬ 
ing, three statements (illustrated below) may be made on the Shenoutean tapchcuitm: (a) It is stylistically 
marked as rhetorical, affective, redolent of archaic-Biblical overtones and typical of passages in which 
this atmosphere (often conveying an authoritative aura) must be effected, or in otherwise stylistically 
striking stretches, (b) The distribution of TAP6H - has been extended to post-interrogative 47 and generally 
final environments (inside the imperative system, we find TAP€H- following the jussives MAP€H- and €HNA-); 
the “ promissive ” semantic component of TAP6H- has been greatly weakened, (c) Where it is opposed 
to other final constructions in cases (a) and (b), TAP€M- seems to convey the sense of final desirable result 
rather than downright deliberate purpose. 

(a) Stylistic effect : (1) archaic-Biblical simulation : (/// 84.14ff., parall. Ch. 48.28ff.) 4JN-2THK 6€ 
2Ari€KAAOC NrcoOTOY... tapoycphc €€IM€ A€“MN6€NOYT€ nbaaak, addressed to God; an argumentative 
application of Ps. 45:11. Similarly, III 84.20ff. (parall. Ch . 48.52ff.) TUJM gpnanomia him MNAI NtfONC 
him... TAP€N€TCOOYN mmok CPM6 €P~2M2AA nak. Indeed, TAP€M- is an unmistakable sign of a Biblical quo¬ 
tation or reminiscence in the Shenoutean texture: A 2 228 ( Prov . 7:2), Cl. Pr . 22 tia ( Ps . 36:37), A 2 388 
( Ps . 68:33), A 2 235 (Rom. 11:35), III 112.20f. (Prov. 7:1a), A 2 189 ( Mt. 11:3) and many more. 


45 Polotsky 1944:Iff. (= CP 102fF.), 1950: 87ff.(= CP 222ff.). 

46 Consider {Ch. I98.44ff.) MH CY+-CBUU NAN NTOH AN NT€I2£ 2ITMniK€HJA£€ TAPNKUJ NCUJN NT€NMNTATNA2T6, where TAP€H“ 
is focalized by a Second Present, showing itself to be a true modifier-clause. 

47 Polotsky 1944:5f., §3B (= CP 110f.). 
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(2) Ponderous, turgid categoric style (similar to (I)? Note the high incidence of GIMG or its paraphrases, 
which may be indicative of a certain tone of address): (A 2 64) mo«jtg nto TriAPOGNOC nco<5 kujtg nnoy- 
2NAAY THPOY TAPGGIMG XG-... / (ibid. 121) KUi A€ NAK 2UJUJK HTM€ TAPGnyiAAG AOOC NAK AG-... / (A 1 234) 
CUiTM AYUJ MAPCNP-20TG 2 HTM Mn€TMOY2 NTflC AYUJ GTMOY2 MflKAZ AYUJ €TP20Y€H0Y2 MflGHHI TAPGNGIMG... 
A€“ / (A 2 72) nNOYTG GMMNT«IAN2THM (sic) NIM GHNAAAN NMn^A MnGI2UJB CNAY TAPNMGTGXG GflTHPH / (/> 
13 1 6 13 VO) €«IUin€ NTK“OY2HKG AMOY GTGKKAHCIA AYUJ KNA«JUJnG NPMMAO 2NNAnNOYT€; G«JUJnG AG ON 
NTK-OYPMMAO AMOY GTGKKAHCIA TAP€flNOYT€ CMOY €POK 2NTGKMNTPMMAO. €«JUJnE ON GMNTAK-«JHPG MMAY, 
AMOY GTGKKAHCIA AYUJ KNAtSJUJnE NGIUJT NOYMHH«J€ N«JHPG — suppletion of AYUJ + future / for the 2nd 

person ? 

(3) A special rhetorical effect or figure: TAPGH- repeats the imperative verb: (A 2 224-5) C€i NHTN nng- 

TN2HAONH NAUJ2M 2ICLUUJH... TAP€T€TNC€I ON MHPUJK2 MNI1KUJ2T 6TGMGHUI«JM / (ibid. 461) «JOnC €POK (i.e. 
the Kingdom) 2Mfl€IMA TAP€C«JOnK €POC 2UJUJC 2MtlMA GTMMAY (cf. 462: N€TNA«JOnC GPOOY... CNA«JOnOY 
2UJOY €POC) / compare here ( Ch . 98.2If., 199.8ff.) NA TAPOYNA NHTN, + TAPOYt nht U and (P 131 6 43 ro) 
NA TAPOYNA NAK, 9GN“2THK TAPOY«J€N"2THY 2APOK, KUJ €BOA TAPOYKUJ NAK €BOA, adaptations of Luc. 

6:37-8. 

(b) TAP6HCUJTM in other environments than post-imperative: (1) as a rhetoric post-interrogative apo- 
dosis (“ that he may... "): (A 2 510) ghtujn hoyujn«J TAPGnaujc nujT ncuim / (Ch. 197-8) oy ncryioon nan 

TAPNTAAY THPOY,.. NTNTAAY NTNP~BOA (note the conjunctive subcoordinated to TAPNTAAY). 

(2) Following final constructions: (P 131 s 43 p) GIUJAXG NMMHTN XEKAC €T€TNATAAPO-n«JAA€ MflNOYT€ 
N2HTTHYTN TAP€T€TNt~2HY NOYKOYI / (Thompson K 3 Vo) NGTNA €BOA... GYflHT NCUJTN GYTAYO GHGCHT NN€~ 
TNNOYTG GYOYUJ^n MMOOY GnOYUJN2 CBOA Mn€TN«Jin€ TAPGTGTNGIMG XG“OYKPMGC fl€ M1GJN2HT. Compare 
in the post-interrogative paradigm the apodotic-retrospective conjunctive (§7.2.7) (III 148.25ff.) GYTUJN 

N€N«JBGGP... GTMOYTG GPON XG-AITGAOC NCGNAY GNGNKAKIA 48 . 

7.2.1.2 The optative (GHGCUJTM/nnchcujtm) 49 is relatively rarely expanded by a subcategorized^ 
conjunctive (there is not a single instance in Ch.). Multiple GMG-periods are more common as nuclei- 
Personal maintenance is the rule; AYUJ is not attested; negation is syncategorized or encategorized; nucleus/ 
conjunctive affirmative or negative. 

(a) (-}—*): (/// 179.Ilf.) nNOYTG GHGCMOY GPUJTN NMAYiANG NHTN NNGTN2ICG NHOMKO MHXAAG NNA2PHTN / 
(III 20.16, IV 40.19f.) GMJUinG GiyJANRAPABA MnGNTA120M0A0TGI MMOH, GIGNAY GTMNTGPO MriNOYTG NTATM” 
bujk G20YN GPOC, oath formula; neg. encategorization (adversative sense): “ ... may I see the Kingdom... 
but not enter it ”. 

(b) (< —►), very rare: (IV 50.9f.) NNGnGYZHT tako... NCGP-ruuB«j xg-ngoyn oycxhma puj mmonaxoc to 

21UJOY. 


7.2.1.2,1 The post-optative paradigm includes in addition to the conjunctive also the coordinated 
optative (- AYUJ GMGCUJTM): (IV 116.4f.) nNOYTG GHGCMOY GPOOY AYUJ 6HG2APG2 GPOOY AYUJ GHG+MTON NAY 
/ (ibid. I71.3f.) GHG«JUinG GHC20Y0PT AYUJ GYGGI G2PAI GAUJH N6INGICA20Y THPOY / (/// 131.5f.) nNOYTG 

48 Yet another member of the post-interrogative paradigm is mapcmcuitm: (/// 1 49.1 €YTUIN nctoymoyte cpooy X€- 
2€NP€MP-NOB€ N€... MAPOY6I NC€N€i-|U<5C€ €20YN €2PAN/ (P 131* 160 M) CYWOOn TtUN T6NOY MAPOYTAMON. Post-imperatival HA~ 
P6HCUTTM is perhaps more common in Bohairic, e.g. Mt. 13:30, Luc. 7:7 (codd.), Joh. 18:8, corresponding to Sah. conjunctive, 
MAP€M~, €TP€M- (Horner) / TAP€M- (Chester Beatty A, B). Cf. Kahle 1954:190 for the post-imperatival and final paradigm (featuring 
also €TP€~, X€-final constructions, 190ff. for TAP€H- as the apodotic component of oath formulae). 

49 Polotsky 1950:84ff. (= CP 219ff.). I use the term not as a name for a mood (in the Indo-European or Semitic 
sense, of a regularly transacting morphological subsystem) but for a specific conjugation-form pair, affirmative and negative 
“ Future Ill ”. 
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EHEOUJTM EPOOY AYUI €H€NA2MOY E2UIB HIM EM200Y NH+-*OM HAY 2N2UIB HIM — the second optative is micro- 
coordinated to a conjunctive (with the common theme “ resisting everything ”); so too in {IV 207.28ff.) 

EPEflXOEIC €IN€ 62PAI EXUJOY MnCAZOY AYUI EPEnXOElC HOYP NTOPfH MnEHtfUJNT €2PA1 €POOY 2Mn€200Y 
NTOPrH NHNOXOY 62PAI 6T62PUI NKUI2T — the conjunctive specifies (contentualizes) the second term of the 
optative coordination. 

7.2.1.3 Final/consecutive conjunctional syntagms. Here we encounter the well-known dif¬ 
ficulty of determining the opposition between XEKAAC vs. XE-EHECUITM and XE vs. XEKAAC EHNACUJTM 
— an opposition the functional resolution of which must await some future study 50 . The conjunctive 
expands all constructions 5l . Note that AYUl-microcoordination is here incomparably more frequent 
than with the post-imperatival conjunctive. 

(a) (+ -►), usually with AYUI: (/// 158.28ff.)€YCTAMON2NOYMNTMC€nENTAYNAYEPOH XEKAC €Y€»UJn€ EY“ 

CMAMAAT 2NN€Y2BHY€ THPOY AYUI NCEE1 €2PAI EXUJOY N6INECMOY THPOY ETCH2 / (ibid. 40.27f.)... XE~£PE- 
2€N^YXH NA+“2HY AYUI NT£2£N*YXH BUIK EPATH MF1N0YTE 2NTBB0 HIM / {IV 18.16f.) ...X£“£CNAEIN£ NOYNA 
E2PAI EXUJOY AYUI NCP20YETAAY ETOOTH MflNA / {ibid. 21.3f.) ...XE“HNEMnATACC€ MMOOY AYUI NHMOOYTOY. 

Additional exx.: Ill 78.19f., 99.6ff., 122.3f., 194.18f. Without AYUI: (IV 155.1 Iff.) ...XE-ENEXI NOYBEKE 
HniCTIC... NTEHXI MHTUIUIBE NMnONHPON NTANAAY. Also Ch. 18-19, I01.44ff. 

(b) (-+—*-), considerably less common: ( III 119.7ff.) CEEfllTlMA NAM etmkataaaaei oyae etmkpmpm... xe- 

NNEriNOYTE tSUINT EPON NMTAKO NNENZBHYE / (Ch. 148.47ff.) ...X£~£CNAAYZAN£ NTENECEKIBE AYZANE NMMAC. 

Also IV 51.8f. 


7.2.2 Extratemporal predications 

7.2.2.1 sahcuitm (and conversions): 1 know of no certain instance of mehcuitm subcategorized by 
the conjunctive. Conjunctive: affirmative only. Personal maintenance is the rule (only 3rd persons, 
sgl. and plur.). 

(a) (-<—►) (ayui very rare): (III 110.2f.) “iamtcabooy epooy ayui nheyopane mmooy nzhtoy / (ibid. 176.3) 

NOE AE ETESAY300YE NCESUIflE NATKAPnOC / (IV 24.19f.) NETESAYMOYOYT MriCUJMA AYUI NCEMOYOYT MI1NOBE 

nzhtoy — repeated lexeme / (ibid. 38.29) OYN2A2 on nczime esjayp-xuiuipe katakaipoc ayui ncexpo — 

etymologically related lexemes / (ibid. 82.11) SAM+-OCE N20Y0 NMTPE2ENKOOYE t — repeated lexeme / (Ch. 
80.21 ff.) *SAYriAPAiT6i MnoYuia CT200Y NCECUJTn nay MrtArAOON — antonyms / (P 131 4 157 vo) noYOEiN 
nESAHHi mmay MiiKAKE nhaah NOE MflETENEHBOOn AN — paraphrase. Also III 45.3ff., 152.24f., 163.14f., 
IV 94.3ff. 

(b) (+-*): doubtful, perhaps (IV 25.25f.) 9APENCOONE El NCECYAA MMOH NCEHI MflEHXPHMA THPH / (ibid. 
70.17ff.) tSAYErKPATEYE MMOOY... NCETUJOYN EY2KAEIT NCEEI EBOA NCEOYUIM / (III 31.9) SAHKTOH ON NH- 
OYUIN2 EBOA. Also III 179.2ff., IV 26.4 (a rare case of the personal maintenance disrupted), 113.6f. 

7.2.2.2 5SANTHCUJTM: affirmative conjunctive only; no pers. maintenance. 

(a) (-*—►): (IV 24.13f.) NEYNANEXE MMOOY AN nE SANTOYNOXOY EZPAI EflKUJZT AYUI E2PAI EflMOOY AYUI NCE- 
PA2TOY EniCAZ / (Ch. 121.6ff.) (AC2MOOC EZPAI MflAIABOAOC AYUI 2APATOY NNAAIMUIN) SfANTOYflAHrE 


50 See Stern §611-2, Steindorff 1951 :§440-3, etc. Wilson 1970:23-51 is no help. Note that the distribution of the four 
terms of this complex category varies from one Shenoute text to another: Chassinat clearly favours X€-syntagms (€MNA-syntagms 
appear to be rather more frequent — less specialized? — in Shenoute than in the Scriptures). 

61 For Shenoutean instances of X€KAAC resumed by the conjunctive — a typical New Testament construction — see §7.2.6.1 
(3) below. 
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MMOC AYUI NCEBAAP EPOC / (fVess. 9 96b 16ff.) NIM flENTAMBAAE MNnOYUJNB BANTMIIUIT NHBUIK... j (P 131 6 
31 vo) ...»ANTOY»uine ntgaioc name NCEBUiriE naaymoeit — same lexeme. 

(b) (+->-): (Ch. 45.55fT,, parall. Ill 82-3) ...6TPEYCAN0YB0Y 9ANT0YP-N0<S NTETNHITOY / (III 143. If.) Mf1£- 
NETMMAY €1 BANTEflNOYTE 6UJNT EPOOY NMTPEYBUJK EnECHT EAMNTE EYON2 / (A I 77) (of honey) ...BANTOY- 
TAAY KOYI KOYI NTOOTOY N2ENK00YE NTENETMMAY 2UJOY ON NOAM... 

7.2.2.3 MflATMCUJTM (rare): (a) (-- >):(IV 66.16fT.) 2AMOI ON ENEYAOKIMAZE MMOOY NBOPH nE MflA- 

TOYUIM (sic) EBOA ZMIIOEIK AYUI NCEOU EBOA ZMflAnOT. 

(b) (H —>■): (IV 97.1 If.) ME9AK tNAP-nAI NOYBHPE BHM MnATMP-TE NTEflEMKPIMA BUUflE 2IAUUM. 


7.2.3 The present-based future (mnacujtm and conversions) 


7.2.3.1 Basic Tense: MNACUITM. 

(a) (-<—*-): nuclear verb/conjunctive: affirmative, negative; negation syncategorization/encategorization; 
no personal maintenance. Note the frequent prophetic style: (III 124.5) AYiu riEBTOPTP MNnnuJBC N2HT 
MNTAYnH MNI1ABA20M... NAP'AOEIC EPOOY NCEBUiriE NAY N2M2AA / (ibid. 219.81T.) TOTE MNA2MOOC E2PAI 
EAMflEMOPONOC... NCECUJOY2 E20YN NTENOC NIM... NCETA200Y EPATOY MflEMMTO EBOA... NMflUiPA MMOOY; 
also with coordinated ayuj + future subunits: ( III 10I.14ff.) TOTE KNANOI NNET2HN NTEI1EK2HT AYUI KNA- 
BUII1E NPEHP-XOEIC 2NNEKMEEYE NTEI1KUI2T MnEfiNA PUUK2 NNEK2YAH AYUI t12HBC MI1NOYTE NAP-OYOEIN EPOK. 

Compare also IV 104.12 (Biblical style, characteristic of quotations; consider III 123.6f.,12f„ 173.20ff., 
195.18ff., IV 8.5f., 9.1 If.) / (III 125.18fF.) OYN2A2 NAP-BMMO EnAOEIC Tc 2PAI N2BTN EITE 200YT EITE C2IME 
NCEP-2AE EBUIK E20YN EnMA NMTON... / (ibid. 1 58.7f.) (apodotically) TNNAP-BOA HE E2ENN06 NKPIMA EBOA 
ZITMflNOYTE NTNXI N2ENCMOY AYUI TNNA^M'XOM n£ E2PAI EAMnCATANAC / (IV 97.22ff.) OY2HT TAP EMME2 
N60A NABP-nMEEYE AN N2EN2BHYE NAOIMOC EAAY NMP-RMEEYE NNE2BHYE ETEPEnNOYTE NAAAY 2MRE200Y 

ntopth — repeated lexeme: neg. syncategorization? / (Ch. 94.lOff.) +natamuitn enentamai-<soa epon 
nzhtoy AYUI ntatcabuitn enentanczaicoy nam — synonyms. Other exx.: (repeated lexeme) III 115.17f„ 
Ch. 107.14ff. 

(b) (■<—*■): no personal maintenance; negation syncategorized, affirmationencategorized. (Ill 123.27) 
+NAT0AMA A£ NTAAUI MnEIBAAE / (ibid. 36.17f., parall. Ch. 132.9ff.) ETBEOY NTNNAAIIOY MMOM AN NM8E” 
PAnEYE ENBAA MI1EN2HT / (Ch. 49.8ff.) NCENA6M-60M TAP AN EP - 2M2AA NAK (and so) NC£P“2M2AA NNPEMAIN" 

60NC, addressed to God; affirmative encategorization / (IV 3.18f.) cenakaay nANTUic ncebujk / (Ch. 83.13ff.) 

ETBEOY NECOOY NACOYN~nE2POOY AN MnBUJC MME... NCEnUIT EPATM / (ibid. 93.22ff.) CNABUIflE NTETNMECTUII 
/ (A I 135-6) H NCNABUItlE AN flETAUI NNAI H flETMOKMEK EP00YNCE2E EPOC... EMO NPEMAI~60A / (P 130 5 
56 NB) OYNOYOEIB TAP NABUIflE NTENEOYOEIE UI2C NNEYCUJBE (see §7.2.3.6 below). 


7.2.3.2 Circumstantial future: uncommon. Usually adnominal (or open to attributive adnominal 
interpretation) although a protatic role is not excluded (in fact, both functions are neutralized in the ad¬ 
nominal syntactic slot). No negation; no - AYUI -: subcoordination only? (Ch. 190.3Iff.) OY nETTAlHY 
EtlMOY NOYPUJME EMNAEI EBOA ZMnCUJMA NMBUJK 2ATMF1AOEIC AYUI NMBUinE MNtlAOEIC NOYOEIB NIM, cf. ibid, 
ibid. 52ff. EMBANE1 EBOA / (IV 162.2ff.) ...20C0N APIAI +-TUIM E20YN, NTAtlAI EN-TUIM EBOA. AYUI 20C0N EPE” 
nAl naei EBOA, NTEnAi +-TUIM E20YN. The construction here is difficult, although the sense is clear: (talking 
of the pall-bearers) “ As soon as one puts his (shoulder) in (under the pall), the other takes his (shoulder) 
out (from under the pall); and as soon as one withdraws, the other puts his (shoulder) in ”. More spe¬ 
cifically, difficult here are (a) the past tense in a preceptive context, (b) the apparent parallelism in the 
interdependence of, on the one hand, 20C0N A- and nta- (Second Perfect), and, on the other hand, 20 C 0 N 
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€P€- NA~ and the conjunctive; while the former is well understandable as a circumstantial clause (20C0N 
A-) focalized by a Second Tense, in the sense of “ no sooner... than... ” (§2.7.1.1), the latter seems ana- 
coluthic, conflating a subcoordinative role (actual sequence, preceptive stage sequence) with a main- 
clause (jussive?) one. The juxtaposition of perfect and future tenses makes perhaps for vividness and 
a scenic dramatic effect in portraying the desired execution of this instruction. 

7 . 2 . 3.3 Second Future. Cases of the conjunctive subcategorized by a thematic (topical) future in 
a focalization pattern — foe. patterns (2), (6), §§2.2, 2.6.1; the conjunctive is impressed also with the the- 
maticity category. Note that in pattern (2) the conjunctive follows the focus , and is thus a case of the dis. 
continuous multiple theme figure (§2.7.1.3.3). Negation syncategorization (by the nexus negator - AN 
not the negatived theme), negation encategorization. 

(1) (< -►): ( Ch. 85.261T.) €P€n*0€IC n€XC NACMOY €POOY NOYHP AYUJ NH+~€OOY NAY /(///65.3f.) €TB€OY €K- 

NAnPOC€X€ €fl€NTAMUJYCHC XOOH *€"..., NITM+-2THK NTOH €n€NTAI€ZGKIHA AOOH X€” — neg. encatego- 
rization / (ibid. 123.7f.) NA«J <S€ N2€ T€NOY 6INAXI-NAI €TMMAY t*60HC H NTAOMKOOY GflAINAH. Also: IV 

14.4ff., 76.20f., 161.12ff. (jussive €MNA~ ?). 

(b) (+-*): (111 I88.20f.) €P€neT9AA€ NHM€ NAKUJ AN N26NMATOI 2APATM N4KUIAYG NNGTCUttT! NAY MriMOY 
N20Y0 €niUN2 / (IV 10l.l5ff.) €P€nOYA nOYA NAM-ri€HMAK2 AN €BOA 2ARNA2BGH €TB€OYPAN NC€KA-NTAAAI“ 
nuupoc €YTAAAirilUP€i — neg. syncategorization. 

7 . 2 . 3.4 The preterite future , nghnacujtm: always apodotic to an irrealis protasis (n€, when present, 
immediately precedes the conjunctive). No AYUJ-microcoordination ; negation syncategorization, affir¬ 
mation encategorization. (Ill 88.25ff.) €N€T€TNCOOYN NNGPUJOY N€T€TNAP“20T€ AN n€ NT€TNAIC6AN€ €20YN 
€riNOYT€: the negative syncategorization does not extend to the conjunctive (= affirmation encategori¬ 
zation) but this depends on the sense of AlCOANC €20YN €- (as far as I know, a unicum; cf. aEaftavea&ai, 
cm, with an adversative sense of “ feel against ”? This could suit a neg. syncategorization) / (IV 42.3ff.) 
...N€P€T€IMIN€ NPUJM€ NAWMC NC€OMC€ NMMAY... N€YNAP"-AT«AY n€ NC€AAT€ NAT^AY NMMAY / (IV 96.25) 
([€]N€YO TAP AN NATCOOYN) N6YNA2MOOC AN NC€VyAA€ €POI NAIOY€. 

7 . 2 . 3.5 The relative future €T-NA- only in the following two cases: 

(1) the “substantivized’' relative n€T-NACUlTM (i.e. €TNA- expanding the determinator series n-); 
€TNA~ expanding indefinite pronominal nuclei (OYON NIM, PUJM€ (nim)) — paraphrasing the foregoing case —, 
temporal nouns (n€200Y) paraphrasing a conjunctional construction. Note here the affinity with the 
various specific protatic or “ fallsetzend ” (case-presenting) conditional, relative or temporal syntagms 
(§7.2.4) and with cases of the hypothetic non-actual/non-narrative present/perfect (§7.2.4.1), as nuclei 
of the conjunctive. (-<—>)/(-}—►) not in opposition. As with the protatic nucleus, we find here too fre¬ 
quent negation encategorization. (Ill 74.3f.) OYO€l A€ NN6THNATM20 AYUJ NMAGPO... NHTM09MGH / (ibid. 
154.27f.) N6TNAAU) A€ NOY«JAX€ H 0Y2UIB 6S200Y 2PAI N2HTN... AYUI NC€TMTA20 6PATH Hfl^AAG H n2UJB... — 
neg. encategorization / (IV 113.5f.) n€TNA2AP€2 €2€NK0Yl NH»uin€ €H€N20T €POOY / (ibid. 171.If.) n€T- 
NAP-N0B6 2NOY2UJH... AYUI NHTMAUJ MnGNTAHAAH — neg. encategorization / (Ch. 25.39ff.) 2Hn€200Y 
€T€P€TOPrH*.. NACG2CUJ2K N0€ NOYKPM€C AYUJ NC2ITK NC»A«IK €BOA 2NAMNT6, also IV 182.3f., 208.1 If. 
Additional exx.: IV 122.5ff. (N€TNA-, OYON NiM €T- NCCTM-), 125.20f., 126.8ff., 166.21f., 169.11, 207.27f., 
Ch. 34.34ff. 
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(2) n€THA“, the glose constituent in a rhetorical-interrogative Cleft Sentence M . Frequent negation 
encategorization (a rhetorical figure); neg. syncategorization. 

(a) (< —►): (III 33.26f.) iiai n€TNA+-«jin€ ntmntpehxi-zo nh€y*pan€ HnNorrc / (IV 4-5) nim tap nerNAKAH- 

P0N0M6I NTMNT6PO NMnHY€ NC€TM“JUJn€ €YO NPPO / (ibid. 32.l9ff.) NIM N4JHP6 NPMN2HT N€TNA€niOYM€l 
AN 6P-2UJB 6N62BHY6 €T€P€n€Y€IUJT €T2NMnHY€ P“2UJB 6POOY... AYUJ NC60YA20Y NCAH6CMOT NNAIT6A0C (sim. 
Ill 200.14ff.) / (Ch. 56.46ff.) A«J MHA N€TMNAnAr€ HMOOY H N4BUIK 620YN 6POOY NHTMN~nOC€ NT6MWYXH — 
second conjunctive subcoordinated, neg. encategorized. Additional exx.: Ill 186.24f„ IV 88.10f., 164. 
13f., Ch. 203.20ff. 

(b) (+-*) (A 2 240) nih n€TNACUJTM €NAi NHTHKUJ nah NN6CB00Y6 NN€rPA4>H — neg. encategorization / 
(IV 74.25) flNOYT€ NTOK 6TNAKOTK NITANZON / (ibid. 156.19f.) NIH n€TNAflPOC€X€ AN X€“€MOYUJM NA9 
N2€ NT€TMN€2BHY€ EP-20Y0 2PAI N2HTH nAPAOYX€PCOC “ so that... not”: negation maintenance / (Ch. 
120.25ff.) NIM N6TNAKAA4 NAY 2Mn€Y2HT NC€6UJ 2N+MNT6UJB THPC “and Still...”. 


7 . 2 . 3.6 Paradigm 


HNACUJTM 


AYUJ 4NACUJTM 

conjunctive 


Observations : (1) AYUJ + future is very common in prophetic , promissory or threatening textual 
stretches (e.g. /// 114.9f., 89.7f., 136.22ff., 198.18ff., IV 104.1 If., Ch. 178.31ff., 103.1ff., 128.36fF., 148.10ff.). 

(2) For AYUJ + future in post-imperatival status, see §7.2.1.1.5. 

(3) I have found no evidence in Shenoute for the conjunctive following a futuric - NHY present predicate 
(cf. / Cor. 4:19, II Tim. 4:4). 


(4) Following CNA4Jwn€, the paradigm is joined by €TP€-, a 


“ that ”-form heralded by -c- (§5.2.2.1). 


(5) Circumstantial future. I have found no example of any form or construction in opposition to the 
conjunctive after this nucleus. 


(6) Second Future. I have found no example of coordinated thematic Sec. Future units (as distinct from 
jussive Sec. Future, §7.2.1.1.3) opposed to the conjunctive here. 

(7) A rare example of coordinate irrealis apodoses (with no common thematic denominator calling for 
microcoordination): (IV 157.15f.) N€P€nNOYT€ NAC20Y€P-KA€IN AN n€ AYUJ N€HNA€N~nH0Y AN n€ 6XNA- 
NANIAC MNCAnniPA T€HC2IM€. 


(8) H6TNA- ayuj n€TNA~ is extremely rare 53 (III 198.14ff. n€TNAxi0Y€ kataaaay ncmot ayuj nerNAHi 

€B0A 2NNNKA NTAIAKONIA); SO is €TNA“ AYUJ €TNA~ (III 137.19f. OYON NIM €TNAP“B0A MflBM AYUJ €T- 
NA4€^“n€MCON paraphrases and transforms I Thess. 4:6 ...CTMP-BOA Mn^i ayuj €TMH€<£-n€HCON). 


7.2.4 Conditional and temporal protatic syntagms 54 . The frequent negative and affir¬ 
mative encategorization here is stylistically distinctive (a figure). Distinction between (<—►) and (H—►) 
is difficult, perhaps not warranted. 

52 The two syntagms, n€T- (“ substantivized relative ”) and n€T-/n€ €T-/€T- (glose) are diachronically and synchronically 
to be kept apart, as regards both external and internal relationships. However, they coincide as nuclei of the conjunctive. 
See Polotsky 1962, esp. §6, and Quecke forthcoming. 

68 In (IV 204.2Iff.) oyon nim etna- ...h N€TNA~ two categories of persons are enumerated, ayuj etNA-/n€TNA“ is coor¬ 
dinated to a relative present (III 198.10f., IV 49.1, 90.13) as a rhetorical figure (the relative present is mainly subcategorized as 
(n)€T- AYUJ 6T-, e.g. Ill 21.10, 74.1 If., 93.17f., 127.16f.); with glose-forms: III 46.6f.13, 215.14f„ Ch. 27.32ff., 95.13ff., Wess. 9 
108a 13ff.; cf. Shisha-Halevy 1972: 114ff. For the perfect, we find (n)€NTAH- (ayuj) AM-/6AM-, cf. Ill 69.14f., 177.24L, Ch. 
29.37ff., 40.18ff. etc. 

54 Cf. Erman 1 933:§584, Hintze 1952:27If., Spiegelberg 1925:§ 145, cf. §495, Johnson I974:288ff. 
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(1) The Conditional : €M«iANCurrM unvested or vested 56 with kan, zotan, €»ujn€. Note the following 

data regarding the categorization contour: frequent negation encategorization (€H“JAN- (AYUJ) NHTM-), 

the neg. conjunctive signifying ” the next (negative) stage ”, “ and not... ”, “ so that... not ”, " even 
though... not... ”, “ nevertheless/but/still... not... ” (III 158.10f., IV 3.17f.; Ill 121.8f., IV 85.3, Ch. 45. 

16ff., 72.12ff.). Negation syncategorization (6H9ANTM- (AYUJ) NH-, IV 106.5f.); negation maintenance 9 

(ettJJANTM- AYUJ NMTM- III 65.25f., 131.20ff.); affirmation encategorization (CHyANTM- + conjunctive + AYUJ 

AAAA, A€, III 19.4ff, A I 88). 


(a) (<—►), personal maintenance: (/// 19.4ff.) €Y«JANTHP-ANAa MnPAN MnNOYT€ NC€€IP€ A€ NK€ANA«J— affirm, 
encategorization / (ibid. 125.14ff.) €«JUJn€ €N«JANTMCUJTM NCAflNOMOC... AYUJ NTNTM+-ZTHN €MnAPAAOCIC 
HN€N€lOT€ — neg. maintenance / (IV 3 ML) €Y«JANP-ri€TNAN0Y4 HZHTOY h NC€TM€IP€ — neg. encategori¬ 
zation / (ibid. 106.5f.) €Y«JAMTMCllJTH AYUJ NC6XI-CBUJ — neg. syncategorization / (Ch. 117.14ff.) KAN 
€YyJAN«JUJUrr NNHJHN NT6XUJPA NTAYBUJK €POC AYUJ NC€«J0HC / (A I 88) €«JUin€ €P9ANTMnOYA MMON M€“ 

TANOI AAAA NTNCUJTn NAN... — affirm, encategorization. Additional exx.: /// 36.8f., I10.17f., 153.23 
(repeated lexeme), 183.7f., IV 56.15ff., 94.4f., 102.18f. (repeated lexeme), Ch. 28.44ff., 82.50ff., 88-9, 
166.2ff., etc. 

t 

(b) (+-►) (?), no personal maintenance: (III 65.24ff.) €«JUJn€ PUJ €H«jantmn~TMHC€ €ZOYN nhtmaac (v./. 
Cod. A NMAAC) noyk€4>aaaion nmai-HHC€ on mhoc — variant reading neg. syncategorization/mainte- 

nance / (ibid. 16.22f.) KAN €P«JANflNOYT€ 1C OYUJNZ €BOA... NC€P-ANA«I MHOS €YNAY €P04 (“ and so... ”) 
/ (ibid. 220.2ff.) €Y«JANnOPXOY €BOA NN€Y€PHY N6COOY M€N NC€HTON MMOOY ZNN6YMA MMOONC NBAAMtlC 
A€ NC€2PA NCUJOY €Z€NMA NXA€l€... / (IV 69.13, A 1 136 etc.) €C«JAN«JUJn€... NT6“ — the conjunctive shar¬ 
ing this slot with €TP€- after the cataphoric -C- (§5.2.2.1). Peculiarly, - AYUJ - occurs here in cases of 
actual sequence: (III 150.14f.) €l«JANTUJOYN CIZMOOC... AYUJ NTA€I 6BOA. 


Paradigm: complete coordinated sets of protasis apodosis excepted, ” concurrent ” constructions 
are here rare. For €M«jan- AYUJ cmsan- 1 have very few examples; one (IV 155.14AF.), in ponderous rhet¬ 
orical style, with relatively independent protases: €i«JANC20YUJPer mayaat... ayuj €iyJANCMNTC ctmoycm- 
0€IK..«; another (III 121.8ff.) with protases too incommensurate to be microcoordinated: €yJX€-€Y«JAN- 
...AYUJ ZOTAN €N»ANTM-... 


(2) €»*€, €«JUJn€: 


€«JX€- 


AM- 

€«JUJn€ 

OYN- 


NTAH- (§2.1.5) 



€~ see under (3) 

€H«JAN", €HTM“ 

OYNTA- 

MMON 

NTA4- 


(a) (*—►): neg. encategorization/maintenance; no personal maintenance. (///139.18) €»X€-OYNZO€lN€... 
6YKPMPM... X€-€IXl MMOOY N<SONC AYUJ NTOOY NC6TMTAMOI... — neg. encategorization / (A 1 99) €9X€- 
NTAnAI XOOC ZMf1N0<5N€6 NT€H*YXH A€“ 4 MAPIMOY NT6NAI UJNZ ’ AYUJ NC6MOY... / (Wess. 9 122d 1 Iff.) 
€«JUJn€ OYNTHTN-OYZUJB MNN€TN€PHY NTCTNNAY €YTYnOC N6IPHNH... / (Ch. 195.8ff.) €«JX€“AnCT60YNTAH-* 
COY 6H-60H €TAAY NAK Nn*M6M“60M A€ NTOK... €TAAY ZAfKUJT€ NT€K*YXH... — neg. encategorization. 
Also A I 97, P 130 4 111 <t>NT (cwjujnc NTAY~ AYUJ NTOC NC~), Ch. 85-6. 


(b) (-)—►) (?): (IV 101.8) X6KAC €Y€€IM€ X£-C€OYUJyj €ZAP€Z €POC; €<*JUJn£ MMON NCCTMXITOY... (i.e. the 
applicants to join the community. The neg. conjunctive [neg. maintenance] contentualizes MMON). 


55 Shisha-Halevy 1972 :§0.3, Ch. 3. 
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(3) Circumstantial-converter protases (unvested or vested 55 with GtywriG, KAN, 2AM0I): 


cswne 

KAN 




Bipartite 

OYNTAH-/MNTAH- 



MflH- (here the conv. is often realized as zero) 


N€ 


MflH-/NTAH- 

Bipartite 


(a) (-<—►): characteristic frequent neg. encategorization; neg. syncategorization/maintenance; no personal 

maintenance. (Ill 157.1 f.) (2GN2BHYG NCGUJOOn AN) H NTOH GYtSOOn NTATMGIMG ANOK OYTG I12AAO... — neg. 
encategorization / (ibid. 40.20ff.) KAN GISAHA NMMAY KAN GY9AHA NMMAI KAN GIOYGMOGIK NMMAY €Y- 
OYUIM NMMAI H €P€TOOT AYUJ TOOTOY ZMflGIXOn NOYUJT 2ITGITPAflGZA AYUJ NCGTOAMA GTAKO NNTAMIO Mn~ 
NOYTG... / (ibid. I39.25ff.) ...GT6TNCOOYN NAMG XG-AIXI-20GING N60NC... AYUJ NTUJTN NTGTNTMTAMOI... — 

neg. encategorization / (P 130 2 41 PS) GBUJnG oygiujt mnoymaay goyntay mmay nzgnshpg mn2£N“JG£PG 

AYUJ NTG2A2 N2HTOY 2G G2PAI 2N0Y9CNG... / (IV 3l.3ff.) 2GNPUJMG GMNTAY MMAY N2GNSHPG H NTOH GYNTAY 
NCGAnOTACCG MMOOY MN2GN2Yf1APXONTA GNA4JUJOY... / (ibid. 196.14f.) (G3AG-0YN20GING... NCGOYUJSJ AN 
G6UJ NOYGSNOYUJM...) H NTOH KAN GAYOYUJM NCGTMCA2UJOY GBOA MMOOY... (i.e. from the victuals) — neg. 
encategorization / (ibid. 98.14f.) ...GAYTOSK G2GN2BHYG MrtNGYMATIKON NrruJ2 2N2GN2BHYG NCUJMATIKON... 
/ (Ch. 63.12ff.) 0YAT60M flG GTPGflAIABOAOC TPGPUJMG P-NOBG MnGnGHOYUJa P-SOPP GflMGGYG MflAIABOAOC 
H nhzotp nmmah / (ibid. 195.53ff.) (“ Will our heart be capable of receiving love towards our neighbour) 

MriNSOYWH NSOPfl GBOA 2NMMNTMAI20MT AYUJ NTNGIAAH GBOA ZMflGCAUJUJMG THPH... / (P 130 2 75 ro) NIM 
nGTNAP-NAI GMnGflNOYTG PaPnCA2G-nGH20 GBOA MMOOY AYUJ NHAAY N9MM0 GflGHflNA... / (A 2 35 1) (“ What 
is his worth”) kan GMnHKA-KGZNAAY XG-MnHTPGYSJUjnG NAH... ayuj nhp-pmmao nzhtoy... — affirm, en¬ 
categorization / (Wess. 9 88b llff.) GNGMriGnZHT NNGT0YH2 2N0IAHM MfllOYOGia CA2UJH GBOA MMOH AYUJ 
NTGTGY*YXH P9PnN9UJnG MMA NAAIMUJN... NGYNAAIXMAAUJTIZG AN ne MfllHA / (Zoega 200 TIA) GNCMflGM" 
flAPA*YCIC TUJM NBAA NCGTUJM MnZHT NNGT6IPG MMOOY... / (A I 202) 2AMOI GNGYSOOfl NMMAN TGNOY NCG~ 
TMnG2-NGN20GiTG 2IXUJN... — neg. encategorization / (K 928) (kagin) zamoi gngmphp-aaay nataoon GNG2 
NHTMMOYOYT AG ON NOYATNOBG. (IOYAAC) 2AMOI GNGMnHP-AnOCTOAOC GNG2 NHTMI1APAAIAOY ON MJ1XOGIC. 
(KAI*AC) 2AMOI GNGMflHP-OYHHB GNG2 NHTMXI-90ANG ON GMOYOYT MflXOGIC — neg. maintenance / (IV 
9.18f.) 2AMOI GNGNTAYMOYP NOYUJNG NCIKG GI1GYMAK2 NCGOMCOY ZMnnGAATOC NOAAACCA. Also: IV 123.20ff. 
(GSJUJnG GN- H GN- H NTOH GN- AYUJ NTG - ), 163.2f. (MflOY- NCG - ), Ch. 165.16ff. (GNGMflOY- AYUJ NCG"), 
IVess. 9 119b 9ff. (2AMOI GNGMflOY - NCGTM"). 

(b) (+->■) (?): (Ill 111-2) 2AMOI GNGNTAI6ING... NNINOYTG N2AT 2INOYB... MAAICTA OIKUJN NNOYB TAI GTIPG 
NCG MMA2G NXICG AYUJ COOY NOYUJ9C NTA6GT6UJTC H NTA6GT6UJTOY / (A 2 526) flMAGIN flG nAI MI12HT 
GTCOOH NAKAOAPTOC MflPUJMG GHNAY GYMGAOC NTGflGHCUJMA NHP~AT“JA[Y] 2NNGHMGGYG. 

Paradigm: gng - ayuj gng- (rare): (Ch. 36.1 Iff.) GNG0YN60M tap mmok, ayuj gngtbohogia an tg 
M fiGXc... — incommensurate protases (the second non-verbal). 

4 

7.2.4.1 Atemporal, generic verb forms: {non-actual) relative-protatic present , parabolic {non- 
narrative) perfect . We encounter here either (a) the present form with no actual or durative reference 56 , 


56 See §3.1.2.1.1. Cf. Young 1961:115-8 (past reference of the present), 118f. (esp. 118 n. 17, on the present as a habitual 
tense). For the conjunctive after the pres., Polotsky 1960a:§23 Obs. 4 (= CP 248), Browne 1979a:40; earlier. Stern §280f. (f). 
For pre-Coptic correspondents, see Erman 1933:§583, Spiegelberg 1925:§144, Johnson 1974:29If. (E528-9). 
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OYN- or the verboid OYNTA-, or (b) the non-narrative, gnomic-parabolic perfect tense 57 — as a rule in 
relative and adnominal-circumstantial conversion, the equivalents of a generic relative clause (“ such... 
as...”) or of a gnomic suppositive hypothetic protasis ( ,l supposing...”, “ should it ever happen that...”) 68 . 
(Note the frequent negation encategorization, cf. §7.2.4.) 

(1) Present : (a) («-►): ( Ch . 26.12f.) NGKCUJUJM €T€0YN60M N2GNyjHP€ «JHM 6COYUJNOY AYUJ NC€TM2Uin 

GN6TKUJMS MMOK — neg. encategorization / (IV I22.5AT.) N6TNA+ A€ ON Mn€YOYO€l G20YN €PON 6TP6YOYUJ2 
NMMAN... OYON NIM €TO NKOINUJNOC NMMAN... NCCTMAnOTACCG NNKA NJM GTyJOOn NAY... — here the conj. 
is probably microcoordinated to the substantivized future / ( Leyd . 355) nGTCUJTC MMON NM2YI10M1NG (sic) 
2IOYMNTP€H2l“AA / (IV 156.9ff.) (OYPUJMC H 0YC2IMG) €YAM€A€I 6TA200Y €PATOY AYUJ NC€9in€ AN 2HTOY 
NNCCNHY N€rKPATHC NAM€ AYUJ €T20C€... AYUJ NC6TMCUJTM NAY GP-flGYCUJMA NAY N2M2AA... / (Cairo 8007) 
OYNPUJMG €YOY€«J-TP€HTUJOYN MriATM2M00C, NC€OY€*J-TP€H 2MO[OC...]. 

(b) (H—►): (/// 41.5) N6TCOOYN €N€Y2BHY€ NC€2Ujn €AUJOY — lexical equivalence of neg. encategorization: 
“ ...and (should they) not tell ” / (Ch. 195.If.) n€T€OYNTAHCOY NHTMNA N2HTOY — neg. encategorization 59 
/ (IV 120.3f.) OYON NIM 2PAI N2HTN €YP"NOB€ H €YNAP~NOB€... AYUJ NC€TMX€ - nNOB€ NTAYAAM — NA- nucleus? 
/ (Wess. 9 94b lOflf.) NIM flGTCOOYN AN AC-N2AAAT6 MNNTBNOOYG AYUJ nK€C€€n€ NZUJON C€M€ NN€Y€PHY 
NTNTMP-riM€€Y€ anon MnTUJn €N€N€PHY — neg. encategorization, the conjunctive expanding the generic 
present C€M€ — or better neg. maintenance, with nGTCOOYN AN the nucleus (TUJn €- “ be familiar with ”). 

(2) Perfect : (A 2 363-4) OYPUJM€ n€NTAnNOYT€ + NAM “ There was a man to whom God had given...”) 
NOYMNTPMMAO MN2€N2YnAPXONTA AYUJ OY€OOY AYUJ NTGTMnNOYTG t“€ZOYCIA NAH €OYUJM €BOA N2HTC... 0Y~ 
PUJM6 6AHNOYT6 + NAH NOYMNTPMMAO 2IXMHKA2 NHTMAAH NMfl^JA N+-60M NAM NP-flGTNANOYH N2HTC — neg. 
encategorization / (III 204.12ff.) N0€ TAP NOYPUJMC €H2NN€Hn€0OOY €AM€I MFIOYG €TP€M<5M-nOY«JIN€ AYUJ 
NTCXOOC NAM X€~‘TBBOK €BOA 2NN€Kn€OOOY* €P€aOOn NTO 2PAI 2NNOYn€OOOY. Very Striking, with the 
whole protasis-apodosis complex hypothetic, is (A 2 453, not Sh.) oykoyn equine AOYA aam mmin mmom 

N»HP€ MnNOYTC 2ITNTAPGTH GAMXI NT6IGIOYCIA NTCITGNIA (sic) TAI AF1AI COYN-riKAIPOC NTNAAK€ CTNANOYC 
AYUJ NMPA4J6. 

7.2.5 Apersonal/personal verb nominalizations: the infinitives 

7.2.5.1 The apersonal (non-causative) infinitive, in varying syntactic statuses and the full range of 
meaning nuances 60 , is expanded by the conjunctive. 

(1) The infinitive in adjunct status (expanding another verb: ‘ (€)CUJTM’)- 

(a) («—►): AYUJ-microcoordination is the rule. Personal maintenance; negation syncategorization. (///40. 

14f.) ...€M2AP62 €TMflA2TH NOYAAIMONION AYUJ NM«JUJn€ 2AT650YCIA NOYnNA... / (ibid. 143.23f.) GIANAf“ 
KAZ€ MMUJTN GCA2GTHYTN €BOA MflNOYTG AYUJ NTGTNP-0YCIA NNGIAUJAON. Also: III 92.8IT., IV 38.12f. (here 
Leipoldt emends the text unnecessarily to € 4 - inf.). 

(b) (H—►): personal maintenance; neg. encategorization. (A 2 405) MH oyniom NOY6IAUJAON €«JBTM H 

enOONGM €MO N«J€ NMAAM NOYUJNG H NTOM NMAAM NOY2AT ANTI20MNT — the first COnj. premodified by the 
circumstantial present / (P 130 5 38 VO) NANOYC NAN €P~CO<l>OC NTNKAHPONOMGI HnGOOY N20Y0 GP-A0HT NTN- 
CUJTn NAN NOYCUJyi €MXOC€... NANOYC NAN 60BBION NTNXI NOY2MOT €BOA ZUMFINOYTC N20Y0 €P’XACI2HT 


57 Compare (pre-Coptic Egyptian) Hintze 1952:61 f., Erman 1933:§582, Borghouts 1979:20ff. (“ ‘thematic’ rather than 
temporal ”, “ non-witnessed acts ”, “ hearsay ”, “ non-objective sequence ”, “ inferential ”, “ customary, habitual, non-point 
past” [Wente]); Spiegelberg I925:§147 Anm., Johnson 1974:291, 293. 

58 Cf. the similar role of €M»AN- (+ conjunctive), e.g. Ch. 190.49ff., or of 6»X€-OYN- (+ conjunctive), e.g. IV 24-5. 

59 Cf. (Bohairic) Jac. 4:17 #H 6TCUJ0YN NOYn€0NAN€M €AIM 0Y02 NT€H»T€MAIH. 

60 See Rudnitzky 1956:48ff. 
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NTGnNOYTG + OYBHN / ( III 118.25f.) €»m€ 2HT0Y NN6NGIOTG GNTAYNKOTK NTN2YnOMING — an 

instance of “ generic ” personalization (encategorization of person), see under (2). Also III 135-6, 140. 
13ff., IV 196.11. 

(2) The infinitive in subject!predicate status. In this case we find the generic personalization of the 
infinitive (i.e. person encategorization): for the generic (rhetorical) person 61 , Coptic uses the 3rd person 
sgl. masc., the 2nd person sgl. masc. or the 1st plural. (. III 65-6) oymntmakapioc n€ t Mn2HK€ nhtmai 

NTOOTH, H GAKAI ON Nr2UJ €POK GTUJBBGIUJ NN€NTAKTAAY NAH / ( Ch . 104.28ff.,39ff.) OYNOBG nG OYUlM-nOGUC 
NOYPUJMG NrTMP-nGM2UJB — here the non-generic (anaphoric) 3rd person precludes its use as a generic 
person / (A 1 37) nanoy-«iing TAPN6ING nog GTCH2 reminiscence of Mt. 7:7 (etc.) / ( Ming. 89) nuJN 
AG zujuin n€ aitoy h gkaay 2ILUUIH NTNTMHITOY MM AY 2IAUIH — meg. encategorization. Cotextual cate¬ 
gorization of person / (/// 67.5IT.) MnAUIK AN €BOA MnNOMOC n€ MGP€-nCT2IT0YUIK NrM€CT€“fl€KAA2t€... 
AAAA nAUiK €BOA MnNOMOC nG MGPG-NGKAAAG NTOAHA [...] — the infinitive is the predicate constituent in 
the Copular (# subject-copula-predicate #) Nominal Sentence pattern (reminiscence of Mt. 5:43-4 
with Rom. 10:4, 13:10). 


7.2.5.2 The causative infinitive (G-)tpgh-cujtm 

(1) In adverbal adjunctal status (incl. object expansion): gtpghcuitm 

(a) (<—>) very common; as a rule, personal maintenance: (///36.5fT., parall. Ch. 131.24ff.) amgpht nay ON 
GTPGYOYUIM NCGCUI NMMAM ZIANTGMTPAnGZA, cf. ibid. 202.4 ...GTPGYOYUJM AYUI NCGCUI, see §7.2.1.1.1 / (ibid. 
31.31T.) +nAPAKAA€l NTGTNMHTPMN2HT GTMTPGTGTN20MGAGI N2HTOY, AAAA NTGTNAI“2PHTN €N«IAA€ GT~ 

OYAAB — affirmative encategorization / (ibid. 112.24f.) (N«IAAG GTOY+-CBUI NAN N2HTOY) GTPGNMGCTG-nnG- 
800Y NTNMGPG-nnGTNANOYH / (IV 65.6ff.) (N€T0YUI») GTPGRNOYTG nAOIC 1C CMOY GPOOY AYUI NHKUi MnHfTNA 
21 AUJOY... AYUI NH2APG2 €POOY... / (Ch. 33.16ff.) (NGTAIIOY) GTPGIC TAKOK AYUI NHHOTK €BOA J (P 131 s 65 VO) 
.•.GTPGM“HUnG €BOA N2HTTHYTN AYUI NTUITN NTGTN+“NAAKG MMOH. Additional exx.: Ill I06.18f., IV 30.25ff., 

176.2f., Ch. 51.7ff., 86.2Iff., etc. 

(b) (+->) rarer: (IV 56.6f.) NTOOY 2UIOY 6Y2AP62 GPOOY GTMTPGYAn AT A MMOOY NCGCUI N20Y0 / (ibid. 122. 
15f). ...GTP6MKTOM NMAPNA NHKUITG NCAOG N AITOY NKGCOH / (Ch. 189.18ff.) ...GTPGYOYG^n-NGYKGGC NC€“ 
P0K20Y GYON2: actual sequence - irreversible. 

(2) Adnominal , ad-modifier , assorted adjunctal roles: GTPGHCUITM -(/// 211.2f.) AHGING N0YN06 NKG- 
PAYNOC GAUIOY... 2UICTG GTPGMKONCOY 2NNCUIMA GTOYN2HTOY AYUI NMKNC-NCUIMA NMMAY — microcoordina- 
tion / (IV 187.9ff.) MH 2NSIAAG H 2N2BHYG NG NAI 6TPGNCUJTM GPOOY NTNOYUI2 GTOOTN GP“NOBG AYUI NTNTM“ 
AOOC NAY AG — neg. encategorization of a second conjunctive (coordinated by - AYUI -). For adnominal 
gtpg- see §7.4 below. 

(3) In subject!predicate status: GTPGHCUJTM 

(a) (< — ►): no AYUI; personal maintenance. (Ill 182.20ff.) ...OYTG OYANOMIA AN TG gtpgnmgagta nn^jaag 

THPOY NN6rPA4>H... NTN«IUinG AG 2UIUIH 2N2GN+-TUJN... NTMGTANOIA AN TG GTPGHP-2GNNHCTGIA MN2GNBJAA 
MMATG NTN«IUinG 2UIUIH NKPOM 2PAI 2N2UIB NIM GH200Y / (Ch. I60.15ff.) (KG2UIB) GTGRAI n€ GTPGNP“20TG 
2HTH NTN«linG AG ON 2HTOY NNGHArTGAOC. 

(b) (+-*): (III 104.l9f.) MH OYAAAY NAM nG GTPGnKAZ nUI2 NHUIMK NTCYNArUirH MOONHPOC / (ibid. 150.18ff.) 
6nGTGW«IG nG GTP6NGI GBOA 2ITNNAI GTNHY NAN 2IBOA GNMOK2 N2HT GTBHHTOY... NTGNGI G20YN GTCYNArUirH 
NTNPA^G — actual sequence. 


61 Another case in which personalization is called for is the object-slot of a reflexive infinitive: (A 1 199) GBUIK M€N €N- 


Tonoc NMMAPTYPOC €«IAHA €Uia €4>AAA€J CTBBOK... NANOYM; consider also (P 131 6 13 vo) MnPTPGNBUIIC GPATH 2NOYKPOH... NHJNTC 
€P€n»AX€ MnNOYTG noPS gboa. For the “ generic person ” see Jespersen, Philosophy of Grammar (1924) 215ff. 
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(4) Conjugation carrier in the coeventive (2MnTP€HCUJTM) and posteventive (MNNC ATPCM CUJTH) forms: 
“TP6MCUTTH (Nuclear verb affirmative only). Only («—►); personal maintenance disrupted; neg. encate- 

gorization. (/// 169.12ff.) MNNCATP€K+“CBUJ NAY NOYCOfl AN 0YT6 CNAY AN AAAA N2A2 Neon €MAT€ AYUJ 
NC€TMP-2NAY 6CUITM (also IV 52.6, 156.11) / (A 2 403) 2HnTP€HP-OYA NOYUJT MNflCnNA CT0YAAB AYUI NT€“ 
nefiNA 6TOYAAB P-OYA NOYUJT NMMAM / ( III 134.3f.) MNNCATP€YBUJK €BOA €flMA €TOYM€€Y€ €P~flOYUJ«l 
MflNOYTC N2HTH AYUJ NC€€IP€ 2UIUIM 2MnHA €TMHAY NN€YOYUJ«J N2HT 60OOY. Also III 49.1ff., Ch . 66.18ff. 


(5) Personal infinitive after prepositions: -TPCHCUJTM: ( Wess. 9 118b 1 Iff.) ANTITP€NP-M0€I2€ 6XNN- 
TAMIO MriNOYT€ MNN6MM6AOC THPOY NTN+-COOY NAM AKTP62A2 P-M0€I2€ €AMflTAKO / {Ch. 178-9) n€200Y 
n€ NTP€YnAPArc (“they” - heaven, earth and its inhabitants) NTCMfiYAH NMriHYe oyujn... nccbujk €20YN 
nzhtoy — actual, dramatic succession of apocalyptic events. All these are apparently subcoordination 
instances. 


(6) tpchcuitm causative , predicated in a conjugation form — very rarely expanded by the conjunctive 
(subcoordination only?): (Ill 131.20) €K!JANTMTP€nKA2 oyujn npuim nhomkoy — neg. syncategorization; 

sim. (Ch. 114-5) N€MNATP€AMNT€ OYUJN NPUJH NHOMKOY 2N0AH. 


7.2.5.3 Paradigms: It is striking that, whereas coordination of multiple infinitives is much more 
common for the simple infinitive than micro-/subcoordination by the conjunctive, the inverse ratio is 
observable for the causative-personal infinitive 6TP6M-, where micro-/subcoordination is more usual by 
far than coordination of terms. 


(a) CCUJTM 

NCUJTM 

nCUJTM 

AYUI 6CUJTM 

(1) adverbal adjuncts: coordinated series of co- 
nuclear adjuncts (e.g. Ill 122.7f., IV 37.11, Ch. 
87.l9ff., 107.25ff., etc.; very frequent) 

(2) neg. infinitive coordinated to a homolexemic 
affirm, one (IV 75.29AT., 163.16, Ch. 65.14f.). 

(3) adjuncts expanding extraconjugational infiniti¬ 
ves 62 (III 94.12, 114.13f., IV 38.21, 95.2, Ch. 
197.8ff.). 

(b) in-conjugation 

“CUJTM 

AYUJ CUJTM 

Ill 107-8, 215.7f., Ch. 165.301T. 

(c) NCUJTM 

AYUJ €TP€H“ 

Ch. 203.241T. 63 

(d) CTP6H- 

AYUJ CTP6H- 

independent coordinated adjuncts (/// 86.9f., 
IV 33. 16ff., 183.9f., Ch. 67.17ff.). 

(e) €TP€M- 

AYUJ CCUJTM 

IV 91.2f. 

(f) MNNCATP6H- 

AYUJ MNNCATP6H- 

Ill 169.1 Off. (3x) 

(g) 2MriTP€- 

AYUJ 2MnTP€- 

III 138.8ff. 


62 AYUI € 4- infinitive coordinated to abstract nouns: Ch. 41.43fF. (parall. Ill 80.24f.), 98.45ff. 

* 3 An even more radical cohesive syncategorization (reduction of categories) than with the conjunctive. This is a very dose 
junctural link in paradigm with constructions of looser juncture (§6.0.2.1). Rudnitzky 1956:56-8 quotes many instances of a 
“conjunctive” role of € + infinitive /€TP€H~ . Upon examination, these are classifiable as follows: 


205 





















§7.2.6 


Chapter 7. The Conjunctive 


AnOr. 53 


7.2.6 The rhetorical apodotic-retrospective role of the conjunctive; poorly documented 
or inadequately established functions 

7.2.6.1 The rhetorical apodotic-retrospective-eventual role of the conjunctive 64 

(1) The conjunctive as a non-initial rhetorical question or asseveration, following a formal or logical 

rhetorical protasis (“ given that... ”, “ in view of this... ”): (IV 195.6ff.) €«iA€-OYNPU 1M€ EYAYflH (sic) AYUI 
€P€n€Y2HT <SN-APIK€ 6POOY 6YCUITM EriNTAnAnOCTOAOC (sic) *004... €l€~NrOYAAI NTOK 6TOPTH 6KAF1ATA 
AYUI EKOYUJM €BOA 2NT€TPAn€ZA NNAAIMONION... H NTBLUK €20YN 6TMNTCPO (Leipoldt’s suggested emenda¬ 
tion, adding - AN, is 1 believe unacceptable) / (ibid. 100.2ff.) H €«J*€-nAPAK€KOYi NC€TP€Ynui2T-2A2 ncnoh 
N2HK6 €BOA... NC€+ _ CO 6C69T-THYTN NTUITN (for flAPAKEKOYI + conj. see §7.3.1 below) / (Ch . 15.14ff.) MH 
flAHP P-OYOEIN AN 2Mn€200Y H NTN<$UJ«JT AN N2A2 NCOn... »A2PAI €Tf1€ ... AYUI NTNNAY AN €AAAY ANON 
naAN2THH ON N4TMTCAB€“N€N€BIHN — negation maintenance: the conjunctive realizes the MH (“ nonne ”) 
rhetorical question after the protasis-equivalent circumstances expressed by the preceding present forms: 
“ Isn't the air full of light in daytime, and do we not often look up at the sky, and still do not see anything, 
nor does God enlighten us miserable ones ” / (B.M.Cat. 82, No. 198 f.l vo) AYN€*-riCATANACCBOA 2NTI16 
A€-AMKUIT€ NCA06 NP'N€4BOT€, NTAAY A6 2UIUIK AYUI NTAOKOY €BOA; “ ... and wilt thou too do and carry 
out these abominations? ” / (A l 210) n€AAY A€“€NCOBT€ NTAAnANH MriBUIA €BOA MrmACXA, H nitmauikm 
2NOYMOOY AYUI NITMTA2CK NOYN62 H NTAOKMOC AYUI NITA2CK MP1KA2 THP4 MflAAAE; / (Ch. 167-8, parali. 
Ill 74.14ff.) riKAIPOC n€ €TP€OY€IUIT AYUI OYMAAY aUIHE N0€ NOYBAPBAPOC €N€Y«IHP€ AYUI N€Y9€€P€... 
NT€I2€ ON n€ OYCON NOYCON AYUI OYCUIN6 NOYCUINE. APA NTEOYOYAA! «JUin€ N2A2; ... and may this per¬ 

haps mean that salvation of many will ensue?” — an ironic-sceptical question 65 / (ibid. I3.8ff.) NTOK 

2UIUIK T60M MneKCUJMA 900n N2HTK, MMN«IUIN€, MMNTKAC, MMNnEIPACMOC NPUIM6... AYUI NTTMC^t OYB€“ 

nNOBE; “... and still thou canst not fight against sin?” / (ibid. 58.15ff.) €TB€OY €iNAP~NinAPA4>YClC MMNT- 

AC6BHC; OY MONON AE-+2UIN A€“‘ MI1PAAY AAAA A€-‘ CEP20Y6C20Y0PT N<SIN€T€IP€ MMOOY \ NTATMyiUinE 
ANOK 61C20Y0PT €I«JANAAY; / ( Wess. 9 139a 24ff.) CUITM 6NEIMNTAC6BHC. 26NI6IB NBA«JOP . 26NAn€ N20H. 
2ENNAAX6 NMCA2... NT€NPUIM€ KA~2THY 6POOY A6"€YNAMTON ETBHHTOY... — a case of rhetorical dependent 
exclamatory asseveration (overlapping the adnominal adnexal role of the conjunctive, §7.3.2): “ fokes’ nails, 
snakes’ heads, crocodiles ’ teeth, and people should trust them to. allay (their pains)! Compare here 
the use of the conjunctive (and of TAP64CUITM) following a rhetorical interrogative. Seeexx. in§7.2.i.l.5 
— e.g. Ill 148.25ff. CYTUIN N€NUIB€€P... 6TMOYT6 €PON A6-AIT6AOC NC6NAY 6N6NKAKIA. 

(2) The conjunctive non-rhetorical, following a formal or logical temporal protasis: (A 1 204f.) €P€- 
yjlN€ NCAPIM6 €OYCUIN€ NT€TO€IT €PO MMIN MMO (“ ... and you end up by... ”) / (A 2 505) 2Mn€200Y €TOY- 

(a) Following jussive NN€H- (IV 110.19ff.), €HNA- (IV 93.Iff.), neg. imperative (IV 104.22): here €TP0i- apparently serves 
as a jussive form (by virtue of its “ that ’’-form nature?), while 6 -f infinitive is a true subcategorization form. The jussive context 
(as Rudnitzky rightly observes) is here probably the primary factor; but see a case of initial jussive € -f- inf./€TP€M-: (IV 68.101T.) 

AYUI €nOP»OY... 6MIT0Y 2PAI 2NOYMNT»OY«IOY AYUI ON 6TMUI» €BOA... OYAE ON 6TMTP€N«min€ N8€ NNCITBNH... 

(b) € -|- infinitive as a subcategorization form after n€TNA- (IV 90.7ff.). 

(c) €TP€M- anacoluthically coordinated to another verb: (/// 181.18fF.) 2NN€OYO€l*S €T€NC€NAnui2T AN NOY<son€ KOYl MMOOY 
62PAI CAUJOY AAAA CTP€Y+-^OM NTOH N20Y0 MflSAZ MT1KUI2T CTMMAY. 

(d) €TP€M~ coordinated to € + infinitive : (IV 80.24ff.). 

(e) €TP€M- anacoluthically expanding another verb (III 179.20ff., the nucleus Mn»A). I do not include here the frequent oc¬ 
currence of this construction in Leipoldt's No. 76 (not Shenoute; IV 133.17fF., 136-7 passim , 146 passim , 149.17fF. etc.). Compare 
also Dictionary 52a (HI: “ (€ -J- inf ) coordinating a 2nd verb ”) and 430a (“ elliptical jussive use of €TP€- ”). 

64 Cf. Crum 1926:1 250f., II 373. For earlier stages of Egyptian, see Erman 1933:585; Hintze 1952:272f., Frandsen 1974: 
148-152; Spiegelberg's instances of the “independent'’ conjunctive are all open to this interpretation (1925:§§ 152-3); Volten 
1964:65f.; Lichtheim 1964:3f. expresses some doubts concerning this function (however, the alleged “independent injunctive” 
role is far from established for Coptic). 

65 Cf. Denniston 46 (apa): “a sceptical tone ”, “ leaving the question open ”, or even presupposing a negative answer. 
Or do we here have the inferential apa in initial position (Blomquist 1969:128f.)? 
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NA«JIN€ NCAN€Y2BHY€ NCCTMtfNTOY, H 6AY6NTOY ON NCCll-VinC 6AUIOY / (IV 60.2ff.) C€COTn NNA2PMf1NOYT€ 
N6IN6NTAYA00C X€”‘ TNNAOYUJM ’ (on an eating day)... AYUJ NC6THOYUIM, N20Y0 6F16NTAYAOOC A€" ‘ NTNNA” 
OYUJM AN ’ 2Mn€200Y NTAYXOOC X€ ‘ NTNNAOYUJM AN N2HTH ’ AYUJ NCCOYUJM — the conjunctive with an 

eventual sense: “...and (they) finished by eating/not eating”. 

(3) A few instances of ‘ &6KAAC + conditional!circumstantial + conjunctive ’, where the conjunctive 
is both apodotic and resumptive-constitutive of the final clause. This famous construction, frequent in 
the New Testament, has been studied by Lefort (1948a): he concludes that the “ adverbial ” (really pro- 
tatic) interposition is not the conditioning factor for the conjunctive, which must have here a special 
(“ volitive ”) modal value and stand in a “ liaison grammaticale vague ”, and anacoluthic syntax, with 
A6KAAC. Nevertheless, he does not entirely renounce the interpretation of the conjunctive as “cop¬ 
ulative” — which raises the question: To what is the conjunctive coordinated? The construction is 
uncommon in Shenoute; it can here be interpreted as an apodotic-resuming role, or (less probably, I 
think) as the conjunctive in construction with and adnexal to &6KAAC 66 . (Thompson L ro) ...&6KAC €AN- 
KUJ NCUJN NMHNTHJAHT6 MNN€fll0YMIA NKOCM1KON, NTNUJN2 2N 0YMNTPMN2HT MNOYMNTEYCGBHC / (P 131 s 

94 ro) ...A6KAC €P“JANnOYO€l«fJ NN6YXPHMA [.] NT€T€KPICIC MnNOYT€ OYUJN2 €BOA. (Ch. 87.46ff.) AAAA 

KAN HAPNCA2UJN €BOA HHM06 NN0B6 X€KAC KAN NTN~t2HY €riK€KOYl NArAOON €TNNA4J<SM-<J0M NAAH is 

admittedly difficult. Can the conjunctive here be in construction with and adnexal to KAN “ at 
least”, to X€kac, or syncategorized by MAPNCA2UJN (§7.2.1.1.2)? 

7.2.6.2 The conjunctive in action-advancing (promotive) role: AYUJ NC“JUJn€ (IV 52.16, 53.23) ...AYUJ 

NOSJUine €PUJANN£TMMAY P~nB0A NN€TOY^AHA NMMAY M€Y€“J6M-60M €4JAHA / [...] H 2€N“J€€P€ yJHH H 2CN2AA0 
H 2AAUJ 2PAI N2HTN, ayuj N€C«JUjne (sic) 6TP6YOYUJM Neon CNAY mmhne... This role, already more or less 
stereotyped in Late Egyptian 67 , is not really established by these exx., since the lacunae may have con¬ 
tained a nuclear verb form subcategorizing the conjunctive. 

7.2.6.3 Questionable cases. In (III 108.12f., collated) €“JX€-AKP-NAl NAN ntn«jaat N+-N0Y6C NAK, 
€i€-..., ~AN should perhaps be added, since the stative “JAAT shows the form to be the (circumstantial) 
negative present. 

7.3 The non-verbal nucleus: adnexal (rhematic) conjunctive 

Both nucleus and conjunctive are here essential sentence constituents , with the conjunctive the ad¬ 
nexal (“ predicative ”) expansion of an element which, in its own extent, constitutes or contains a pre¬ 
dicative unit (§7.1.3). With reference to the following conjunctive-rheme, the initial constituent is the¬ 
matic (topical), often passing judgment, appreciating, expressing an opinion (about probability, imminence, 
significance etc.) or attitude. 

7.3.1 Nucleus: predicative modifiers (predicative - in their own extent). 

(1) nAPA-/€Tl K€K0Yl ri€ + conjunctive — a recurring, typical (though by no means exclusively She- 
noutean 68 ) expression, for which we also find the variant nAPAKCtiJHM ri€: “shortly, nearly, almost... ” 
(eTi/noipx [XDtpov) — affirmative, negatived, even converted. (Although strictly speaking K6K0YI fl€is a 

66 Cf. X6KAC 4 - conjunctive in Bohairic, Stern §§448, 511, Mallon-Malinine §250. For LE and Demotic (dd 4- conj.) 
cf. Volten 1964:67fF„ Johnson 1974 exx. E526-7. 

67 Cf. LE mtw.hpr (Volten 1964:63ff., Frandsen 1974:165, Borghouts 1979: t9f.). 

68 Cf. Prov. 5:14 (nAPAKCSHM 4- perf ), Ps. 36:10 (€TI K€KOYi ne 4- conj.), 72:2 (riAPAOYKOYI + perf). Sap. 15:8 (MNN- 
CAK6KOY1 €MNA“), Is. 10:25 (CTI TAP K6KOYI n€ + COnj.), 28:10, 13 (€TIK€KOYI n€ [X€ €Y6-]), 29:17 (NKCKOYI AN n€ 4“ COnj.) % 
Joh. 14:19 (€TI KCKOYI ne 4- AYUJ 4- neg. fut .), 16:16fT. (KCKOY1 n€ 4- conj.), Apophth. Pair. (Chaine) 101.3 (nAPAK€KOYI... €INA- 
ne), Levy 1909:§85. 



§7.3.1 


Chapter 7. The Conjunctive 


AnOr. 53 


case of predicative noun — §7.3.2 — I suspect this is the modifier predicated by riE, §1.2.1.2; anyway, 
both are neutralized in this environment). (RE 11 15a 7ff.) ETEi KEKOYi riE NTEriETCHZ xuik EBOA... I (A 2 
390) niAHCTHC ETEflAPAKEKOYI flE NHSIUJnE ZMflTAKO MnEHHBHP / (ibid. 140) ETI TAP KEKOYI n€ NTETNTMBUinE 
enTHPH / (ibid. 113-4) eN€-€TBHHTOY, flAPAKEBIHM ne NT€n€TP-nA2P€ EPON CAAATE... / (P 130 4 116 16) 
H KEKOYI AN ne NCEKPINE MMON 2ITNNEI9AXE (also P 131 4 160 Vo) / (P 131 s 79 nA) NKEKOYI AN ne NrOYUlZM 
OYBEnPEMClUNT / (III 173.28f.) NKEKOYI AN ne NTNCMINE NAN NKErPAOH MAYAAN / (IV 100.2ff.) E«SXE- 
nAPAKEKOYI NCETPEYnUI2T-2A2 NCNOH N2HKE EBOA... 

(2) MoriC “ hardly ”, “ almost... not ” (“ kaum, schwerlich ”) with the conjunctive is used as an ele¬ 
gant rhetorical negation, a striking distinctive Shenoutean trait 69 . EMoric is a circumstantial/relative- 
converter, syntactically marked alternant 70 . (IV 67.21 f., parall. Wess. 9 125b 3ff.) ENNAA2EPATN 2NOY- 
COOYTN 2NOYBII MME AYIJU EMOPIC NTNKUIAX NTNNA2B MNTNAnE MMATE MnCOn ETNNAC*PAriZE MMON / (Ming. 
84) nCAEIN ESAHBUIK AN EPATH NOYON NIM ZAnAUIC EP-nA2PE EPOOY, MOdC TAP NHBUIK EPATM MI1APXUIN H 
nPMMAO (“hardly even to the Governor...”) / (P 130 4 100 vo) ESXE-KATAnTASEOEiH MnEYArrEAlON • 
MoriC NTENETKUI NCUIOY MnEYEIlUT MNTEYMAAY... P'MnBA NIC, EIE... / (IV 111.If.) ESUinE AC TEnPUJ TE, 
MOriC NCEEP-TEYAnPHTE NEP - 2UIB NCE+-OYUI / (III 39.9fT.) EiSAPENPUIME 2E EXMI1KA2 ETBE60TE EYSIANNAY 
EPOOY, EMoric NT6NENTAYOYUIN2 EPOOY TAXPOOY EnElMEEYE NTEI2E — the conjunctive is here in par¬ 
adigm with the thematic Second Tense, following the focalized MoriC (consider III 24.23 MoriC NTA- 
TETNonoY ETOOTN): (A 1 51) nETSAXE nmme Moric NTenNOYTE noPXH epo — “almost”, synonymous with 
(nAPA-)KEKOYi ne (Amelineau: “ peu ne s'en est fallu”) / (ibid. 165) NEro N2M2AA ntakaoapcia mn- 

TANOMIA AYUI EMOdC NTEI1MOY nOA<JOY EBOA N2HTOY / (III 181.15flf.) ...ENDUJ2T PUI E2PAI EXUIOY N2EN" 
MOOY ENA«U)OY, AYUI MOHC NCEUI9M NOYKOYI / (RE 10 160b 17f.) (OYN<SOM NNAI CNE2CE... EBOA 2Mn2INHB 
AYUJ nENKOTK) AYUI MOdC NTE2ENKOYI NE*H / ( Wess. 9 144d 8flf.) ...MOriC TAP NTENAfTEAOC IIAZTOY NCE" 
OYUltST NAM KATAnMnSA / ( Miss. 234) ... EMTAMO MMON MnAI XE-MNT09 2NTAPETH AYUI MOdC NTEnPUIME 
MOYN EBOA EMEniOYMEl EPOC nnay nim. Additional exx.: Ill 149.8f., 200.10 (EMoric), IV 86.4, 109.7. 
167.26, 192.11, A 1 157, 201, >4 2 26 (EMoric), P 130 2 76 ro etc. 

(3) MNNCUIC, MNNCA- + conjunctive ;i . (/I 2 430, not Sh.) EMEINE NOYA EAHTCIOM EBOA 2NOYEBIUI EOYN" 
OYI1A2PE EMTAKHY N2HTM 2NOYMNTAAMA2T, MNNCUIC NTETMNTATAMA2TE nUIUINE 2PAI N2HTH EYXHMOC 

MnOHHPOC — possibly a case of the conjunctive subcategorized by a non-temporal “ parabolic ” perfect, 
§7.2.4.1(2) / (Wess. 9 138b 3ff.) (MH €9AMy*umJT AN MMOM ZMITTOIC) MNNCUIC NM9€PAn€Y€ MMOM — the 
conjunctive expanding €«!AH«miUJT? / (IV 83.22f.) ...MNNCUJC ncckuuuic MMOM in a preceptive context — 
conj. subcategorized by CYNA- ? / (Ch. 18.13ff.) N06 TAP NOYPPO NAIKAIOC €AMP€2T-n€MAAA€... CAM- 
AOOC €TP€N€T€NOYM THPOY N-TOOTOY 6AUJM, CMOYUJa CTPCYAI-COOY THPOY 2IOYCOn, MNNCUIC NMKTOM NMMI 
NTCMAnc 2IAUIM — the conj. microcoordinated to CTPC-, or a case of the conj. after the parabolic perf.? 
/ (IV 45.22f.) flAAIN ON MNNCANCI2BHYC THPOY NC€<5N-26NPUJM6 2PAI N2HTN €YO NNOCIK CTCY^YXH MAY A AY... 

/ (P 130 1 37 PNZ) ...NAI NTAY20MOAOr€l MfttlUB COOOY NTAYAAY AYUI MNNCAOYOYOI“l NC6APNA 2NOYMNT- 


See §1.3.1 1.6 with exx. and references. For the “ conjunctional syntax ” of correspondents in other languages, Tobler 
1912:15ff. (*‘ a peine si... Jespersen I962:38ff. (“ hardly ”), LOfstedt 1936:48 (“ vix: Adverbium in konjunktionaler Funktion ”). 
In Irish, the equivalent ar eigean usually enters a Cleft Sentence construction as the formal rheme (“ vedette”), although one sus¬ 
pects that here too it is not focal. The grammatical significance of MOHC lies in the peculiar negation categorization of 
the conjunctive: Moric marks a non-cotextual, “uninduced” negation. 

70 Although Moric is not proclitic (witness Moric tap HT€~, Wess. 9 144d 8ff.), it is but rarely separated from its following 
conjunctive, and is to a degree univerbized with it. This is symptomized by the conversion of the whole complex (the con¬ 
junctive cannot of course be converted — probably another reason why Moric + conj. is so converted). Cf. the double conversion 
in nAl EMoric €P€- (Luc. 23:53 Horner codd., rui €N€MOnc €N€P€- Quecke). 

71 The Coptic conjunctive recalls here the LE “ narrative-continuative ” (“ Clause Conjugation ”) jw.f hr sdm following 
br-br-s3 phrases (Hintze 1950:14ff., Frandsen 1974:91f.). 
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SOY«JOY MnNP-AAAY NNOB6 — the conjunctive expanding the protatic (“ fallsetzend ”) relative? Compare 
here too the focalized mnncujc before the Second Perfect (/// 210.21) 72 . 

(4) KAN “at least”: {Ch. 87.49ff.) KAN MAPNCA2UJN EBOA NNINO<5 NNOBE AEKAC KAN NTN+2HY EI1KE- 
KOYl NArABON... CTNNAHJ6M-60M naah. — see §7.2.6.1 (3) above. 


7.3.1.1 Conjunctional modifier + conjunctive syntagms. Here the already difficult question 
of a modifier preceding a non-autonomous verb form to create a new autonomous whole becomes even 
more critical: here are elements which (I believe) are still bona-fide modifiers, expanded by the conjunc¬ 
tive, but which are nevertheless difficult to envisage as thematic sentence constituents (or, on their own, 
as predicative). As 1 see it, three alternative approaches present themselves here, (a) This difficulty stems 
from ethnocentric prejudice — either because of the status of these elements in Greek or their equivalents 
in other Indo-European languages; (b) the conjunctive functions here in fact as a “conjunctional” 
alternant-form of the verbal sentence, or (c) the conjunctive is really integrated in the verbal framework 

— i.e. it is subcategorized by some verbal element or other preceding the “ conjunctions ”, the latter not 

& 

entering any dependency with it: this last analysis would account for many, though not all, of the 
following examples: 

(1) zuiCTE/MHruuc, MHtiOTE “consequently (... not...) ”, “ as a result (... not...) ”, “ so that... (not)/ 
lest ” (see footnote 66): ( Wess. 9 142a Iff.) OYN2A2 N9HPE E»AYCOYUJNOY €BOA NN€Y€IOT€ AE“CEEINE MMOOY... 
2UJCTE NCETMP-BOA En«IAAE €TCH2 AE-nECOEPMA NNOEIK ZinOPNH / (CA. 85.21 ff.) CEPA9E EANNETEIPE 
MnAIKAION 2UJCTE NCECMOY EPOOY / {IV 23.10ff.) TNHI 2A2A2 N2IC€ tJJAZPAI ENKE2BCOOYE ET60AB AYUJ 
NK€TP04>H 2UICTE NTNTMC€“MOOY €C€I; similarly specifying (“ even that... ”, “namely, that...”) ibid. 
158.2, III 21.14f. / {III 169.20f.) AMOY €BOA ZNMnOAIC NTANOMIA MHIIOTE NCEAITK NMMAY E2PAI ETOOTC 
NTOPrn ETNAEI / {ibid. 222.4f.) KAAUIC N20Y0 EN9ANCA2UJN EBOA NNENNOBE MHIIOTE NTEOYMKA2 N2HT ISMUnE 
NAN MN0YA4IA20M. The conjunctive after 2UJCTE is in paradigm with E“ + infinitive and the “ that ”- 
form 6TP6HCUITM (§7.4); the conj. usually expresses an intended consequence, whereas etpeh- conveys 
the meaning of a consequence naturally or automatically ensuing, objective, unintentional and even un¬ 
desirable 73 ; consider such a typical instance as {III 155.3ff.) ...26NPUJM6 N€ 6YTAKO Mn2HT N26NKOOYC 

2UJCA6 (sic) erpen^AXE etch z aujk eboa ezpai eaujoy ae..., Ill 33.28f., 63.12, 114.23, IV 95.21, 156.23, 
180.5f., Ch. 64.33ff., 127.21 f. etc. Note that MHflUJC + conjunctive negatives only 2UJCTE + conjunctive ; 
2UJCTE ETPEM” is negatived by 2UJCTE ETMTPEM- {IV 196.2). The post-2UJCTE slot features also the following 
constructions, external to the opposition of ETPEH- and the conjunctive (non-pertinent, suppletive): 


2UJCTE 


0-Nominal Sentence {IV 183.2) 

MNTAH- {IV 184.11) 

thematic Sec. Present (CA. 103.53ff., focalizing 2MF1CHY...) 

E+ adjective-verb (circumstantial, with 2UJCTE a premodifier; IV 87.4) 


After MHnuic we find the thematic Second Perfect (focalizing EflAlNAH: Wess. 9 131b 25ff.). 


(2) ElMHTl “otherwise”, “unless”, “be it not that...” 


the conjunctive affirmative; the con¬ 


junctive may be taken here as entering a protatic syntagm (§7.2.4). {Ill 138.1 If., parall. Wess. 9 163-4) 


72 This (and MOnc above) brings us yet again to the question of the premodifiers (considered above, §1.1.2.2). Rosen’s 
suggestion (1979:462ff.). that Hebrew pre-ie adverbials are invariably focal (“logical predicates ”, in a construction comparable 
to the Cleft Sentence) is hardly acceptable without further qualification: the (essentially contextual) question of their thematic 
or rhematic status can only be settled on the basis of (a) contextual (FSP), (b) suprasegmental data. Be that as it may, the Coptic 
conjunctive is, I believe, a specifically rhematic subordination form. 

73 Somewhat like the the Greek opposition of &<ttc + finite verb vs. w<jte -f infinitive (Blass-Debrunner §391, May- 
SER II/l 298f.). 
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€IMHT! 2MriA«JAI MnNA MFlXOeiC 1C NHKUI NAI €BOA NNANOB6 THPOY, 6HMON CNATUIM N^ITATAFIPO / (K 933) 
HNAAAY <Z€ NAP-MFISJA MMOK nNOYTC €IMHTI NTP-2NAK / ( Ch . 158.25ff.) NtNA«JOYUJM AN OYT€ +NA»C€“MOOY 
AN 6IMHTI NTA6N-n6yAIOYOMM AYUJ n€»AICOOH / (III i07.8f.) OY TAP fl€T+ OYBHN 6IMHTI NTNt OYBHN 
MAYAAN / (IV 60.15) (NN69AAAY NPUJM6... BUJK €nCUJOY2...) 6IMHTI NC6KUUA2 N«JOPn. The paradigm follow¬ 
ing 6IMHTI includes the following finite pred. syntagms 74 : 


€IHHTI 


X€- I extraposition + Sec. Present (A I 64 €I0YUJ«J €TP€P-BOA... €IMHTI X6-ANOK AYUJ 

NTO) 

circumstantial present (€IHHTI premodifier, IV 61.2) 

Cleft Sentence with nom. vedette (K 9067) 

M64JAK + Nom. Sentence (A 2 75) 
perfect (A l 122f., A 2 392, IV 36.16) 
present ( Wess. 9 142d 2ff.) 

(i.e. non-verbal predications, converted/complex syntagms or tense-marked 
verbal predications) 

€-TP€H- (III 144.17, 183.If., IV 34.27 etc.) 75 
conjunctive - tense-unmarked. 


(3) H (- H) “ alternatively ”, “ unless ” 76 . With the disjunctive H the difficulty in analysis is acute. 

4 

The conjunctive may be here a means to give the disjoined term(s) a marked form of alternative members 
in a disjunction framework 77 : (Leyd. 328) ...A€-H NCCTUJOYN €XUJH H NHTUJOYN 6XUJOY H NC€«JUJUJT MMOH 
H NHHJUJUJT MMOOY NTOH / (III 38.17) KAN €K15JAN<SUJ, N+NAtfUJ AN H NTTAMOI “ I shall not desist unless 
you tell me... ”. 


7.3.2 Nucleus: Predicative Nouns 

(1) KGKOYI n€ + conjunctive (“ it is a small [matter] that...”): (IV 81.25f.) H K€KOYi AN fl€ NTNP-TUJP6 
NN€NOY€PHT€ AYUJ NTNAAAA6 2NN€N6IA... 

(2) OYPIK6 ^hm ne + conjunctive (“ it is (but) a small turn whether... ”): (Ch. 68.43ff.) OYPIK6 HJHH 
n€ NT€nPUJH€ «JUJn€ N«JHP€ MflNOYTC H NH«JUJn€ N«JHP€ NAIABOAOC. 

(3) OYMOI26 T€ + conjunctive (“it is a wonder that... ”): (III 156-7) MMON OYHO€l2€ AN T€ NT€T€I- 
«OMT NCYNArUJrH HOY2 N2€N2BHY€ NC€«JOOn AN H NTOH €YaOOn NTATH6IH6 ANOK. 

(4) OYBime ne + conjunctive (“ it is a shame that... ”): (P 131 5 76 vo,notSh. ?) OY^merAP n€NOYXPHC“ 

TIANOC . NHA26PATH €nNOYT€ €P€T€H*YXH M€2... 

The conjunctive is here in paradigm with the “ that ’’-forms, €TP€H- and A€~ (§7.4). This is striking in 
an instance such as (P 130 4 116 K) 26N2BCUJ NAAIMUJNION (sic) N€, 26NSAX6 N€ NAI NT€2€NPUJH€ AOOY 
(and not divine truth). (Read NTA- ?) 


74 For 6IMHTI e+(pro)noun (e.g. Ill 45-6, 90.3) in the sense of “except for... ”, see §6.1.4.1.2 and Ch. 1, n. 98. In that 
sense, 6IMHTI also precedes modifiers (III 168.8f.,12, IV 120.11). 

75 In most instances €TP€M- may be interpreted as complementing (expanding) a preceding nucleus, not in construction 
with €IMHTI (which is but a premodifier). However, in view of the frequent €IMHTI expanded by € -b (pro)noun (preceding note) I 
think CIMHTI €TP€M- too is a case in point. For the construction of 6IMHTI in the NT and in general, see Lefort 1948b and 
Jelanskaja 1977; for €IMHTI as a protasis form, cf. Shisha-Halevy 1974:374. 

76 See Blass-Debrunner §448(8) and reff.; Kuhner-Gerth II 297f.(4) (^ = alioquin) cf. Schwyzer 11 578 n. 3 aXX’^). 

77 Cf. the same dilemma with regard to Hebrew 'o se Blau apud Rosen 1979:464f. (Rosen doubts that the adverbial 
nature of *o “ or ” is sufficiently established by its syntax). See note 72. 
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7.3.2.1 A few examples raise the question whether the conjunctive can also be adnominal-adnexal 
(contentualizing) to non-predicative nouns: {IV 10.2f.) (I truly wonder that, seeing how much they blas¬ 
phemed), MneneYArreAioN <au noycujncazh €Oyma€in NT€TMnexc kuj nay €boa “ the Gospel did not 
remain unwritten, as a sign that Christ (did) not forgive them... ” / {ibid. 113-4) MHfioc (sic) NT€TN€t €Y- 
KAIPOC NT€N€TAPX€I €£NN€ITOnOC... 6P-T6IANOMA / {ibid. 121.22f.) €9JUJn€ €H«JAN€I N6I0YKAIP0C NT€“ 
riNOBC €2PAI €ANN€TOYH2 2Mn€lMA — here the conjunctive could be formally subcategorized by the 

conditional (§7.2.4). 

Here too the conjunctive shares the paradigm with €TP€MCUJTM (§7.4). 


7.3.3 Nucleus: Miscellaneous Predicative Syntagms or Expressions 

(1) M£ujak + conjunctive: {Ch. 124.54ff.) MC^JAK NT€OYPUJM€ NNAHT AOOC A€~... / {Berl. 1611 5 AS) 
M6SAK €TB6T€H^INP”2UJB MnONHPON NTCnAi NAY... (read NTA - ?). Add. exx.: Ch. 28.40ff., 78.3 If., IV 160.18, 
A 2 147, etc. 


The paradigm after M€«JAK includes: 


M€»AK 


N€OYN’ (P 131 4 86 PA) 

perfect {Wess. 9 164c 26ff., parall. Ill I39.4f.) 

future {III 219.20fT., IV 97ff.) 

conjunctive 


tense-marked 

tense-unmarked 


Not in opposition with the preceding are: 


M€«A- 


X€“ 78 / (0-) Norn. Sentence {A I 76, Ch. 201.30f.) 

Second Tense (M€SAI A€~ Ep. 66; Ch. 188.19fF., P 130 4 116 10) 
OYN {IV 72.16f.) 


(2) APHY + conjunctive: {III 117.8) (...€€IM€TANO€l...) APHY NTCOYNA €1 €AUI€I Mn€MTO €BOA MriAO€IC 
/ {IV 128.6f.) €H0YUI«J N^inxoeic erP€N»AATM €BOA MMON... A6-APHY NHP~2THM. The paradigm after APHY 
includes also the (tense-marked) perfect {III 140.30f.), and the (non-pertinent) Second Present {ibid. 184.20), 

(3) 2AMOI + conjunctive: negative conjunctive only — thus in suppletive neutralization with reNOITO 
+ conj . (4). {IV 96.4f.) 2AMOI NT€THmyAA€ TCABUITN 626NK6CKIM... / {ibid. 164.7f.) 2AHOI NC€TMP”BOT€ 
MnNOYTC H NC6TMAAY NBOT€ / {Ch. 183.271T.) 2AM0I N0€ €T€M€C+"OYUJ N2€N*~OYUJ NArAOON... NCTM+-OYUI 
ON NMnONHPON / {P 130 4 139 VO) 2AMOI NT6TMN6NTAYKOTOY NAY P-6PUJ2 / ( Wess. 9 117a 15ff.) 2AM06I 
NC€TMHI NT€N^YXH N2HTN ZNOYOPPH. Also Ch. 113.14ff. After 2AMOI, the conjunctive is in paradigm 
with €N€- (NA)- {Wess. 9 120b 16ff., Ill 173.26, P 131 8 94 ro) and €P€- NA- {IV !16.23f.); N€ + Nom. 

Sentence is a non-pertinent member {IV 92.18). 

% 

(4) reNOITO (<S€/A€) + conjunctive: ( III 112.16ff.) reNOITO <J€ Nee NTAriNOYTG NA2MCN NreNOC NIM 
NPU)M€ NMt-<SOM NAN ON NTNTA€IOM / (Wess. 9 124a 12ff.) reNOITO A€ NT€TNTPGOYCMIN€ “Jtline MNN6TN6PHY 
NT€nA2HT MTON / (Ch. 118.31f.) reNOITO <J€ NTN6N-0YNA MneMMTO CBOA Mri€200Y Mri2An. MH reNOITO “ God 
forbid” is construed with €TpeH- (III 29.16f., 41.15, IV 15.4). 

(5) AAAO 79 + conjunctive: (IV 85-6) AAAO-NTeTMnZHT AI-AAAY *e-M“»UJN€, AAAO-TPGKANATKAZe 
mmok nAPAN€NTAn€K2HT yoflOY. One cannot say which (if any) of the differences between the conjunctive 
and the “ that ’’-form TP€- here (neg.:affirm., nom.rpronom. actor, non-reflexive :reflexive object) is 


78 X€- appears to be the valency-recti on of the verbal lexemic component in M€yjA**, this analyzability significantly 
coinciding with conjugability : M€Sl€ X€- (A I 76), M€9AI X€- (Ep. 66): “ you /1 do not know that... 

79 Not in the NT (yet cf. / Cor. 15:39). See Blass-Debrunner §127(1), Preisigke 59, Mayser 11/3:16f. 
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responsible for the selection of either form. AAAO- is elsewhere followed by a noun(-equivalent): IV 
3.2, A 1 161-2, 191, A 2 52, 391, 411 (note the position of AN in H AAAO + noun AN... AAAO...) etc. I doubt 
that AAAO in Coptic is by itself predicative; it is probably (like OY€T- in the synonymous OY€T— OY€T—, 
a favourite Shenoutean constellation which does not contain the conjunctive, Dictionary 495-6) a pre¬ 
dicative-frame (AAAO - AAAO -) component. 

(6) (N€)NANOYC (ne) + conjunctive : ( Wess. 9 158b 24ff.) NNANOYC AN NTNP-OY200Y H CNAY H OY6BOT 
H OYPOMn€... €NHI €2PAI 2A26NBACANOC — note the N- AN negation / (P 130 1 37 PNZ) N6NAN0YC ri€ 
NN6TMMAY NC6AOOC The conjunctive here is in paradigm with the non-rhematic (adjunctal) (€)- 

TP€H-, cataphorically heralded by -C- (§5.2.2.1). 

7.4 Excursus: the conjunctive and 44 that ’’-forms in functional assignment 

In certain environments, the conjunctive is in substitution not only with specifically adjunctal, mod¬ 
ifier verb-forms but also with such as display elsewhere a typically nominal syntax: 44 that’’-forms. 
The question whether or not the conjunctive itself is an adjunctal 44 that ’’-form is per se irrelevant. What 
is significant is that the conjunctive contracts extensive substitution relationships with two Coptic 44 that 
forms: the prospective €TP€HCUITM and A6-, nominalizing tense-marked verbal predications, Nominal- 
Sentence patterns, OYN-/MN-, adjective-verbs and various focalization patterns. These (conj./€TP€-) 
paradigms are defined by the following environments: 

(a) adnominal : enMA €TP€H- (III 146.15, 163.19f., 186.15, IV 68.19; Mich. 158 17b; Ch. 130.11f. 80 ); 
after predicative nouns: pred. time expressions 81 : n€OYO€i«J ri€ €TP€- (III 224.20), flKAlPOC n€ €TP€- 
(Ch. 167.47ff., parall. Ill 74.14), riNAY ne nAi €TP€- (IV 29.26); nMA ne nAi €TP€- (Mich. 158 14a 6); cf. 
IV 33.20f. (necMOT...), 51.7 (nyAY N90MT€ noynoy). 

(b) ad-modifier: 6IHHTI, 2UJCTC €TP€- (§7.3.1.1); 6TIK6KOYI ne €TP€- ( Rossi 2/3 90). 

(c) adverbal , after CNA^Uine, €C«JAN«iUJn€, NANOYC (§§7.2„ 7.2.4, 7.3.3, see §5.2.2.1); after MH re^ 
NOITO (III 29.16f.). 

This substitution must be pointed out, even if we cannot at present isolate a real functional difference 
between €TP€M- and the conjunctive in those environments; note that in case (a), it is at times impossible 
to distinguish between adnominal and ad-pattern status of 6TP6H-. 

The following table is a display of functional domains of 44 that ’’-forms (finite verb nominalizations, 
44 abstract relative ” forms or syntagms), for Shenoutean Sahidic and (for a comparative-contrastive rather 
than diachronic view) two earlier stages of Egyptian 82 . This issue awaits yet special monographic study, 
for every dialect and stage of the language (in Coptic, the difference between Sahidic and Bohairic is very 

80 In (/// 82.18f., parall. Ch. 45.4ff.) enMA ntp€YP-2HB€... at6TNTP€Y€»-aoyaai, tpe- is fully causative. 

81 A nominal time-expression displays the broadest paradigmatic spectrum of adnominal expansion in Coptic: 

riNAY, nKAlPOC circumstantial : adnexal, contentualizing ( IV 102.15 cod. C) 

relative , no anaphora: attributive {III 68.2f., 83.12, IV 94.25f„ 102.15 codd. A, B) 
relative , with anaphora: attributive {III 21.1, 189.20f., IV 87.7, 179.1) 
nNAY/rtKAlPOC ne || ctpch: prospective, contentualizing {III 74.14, 224.20, IV 29.26) 

OYKAIPOC circumstantial : adnexal + attributive, neutr. (/// 181.10f.,23f.) 

conjunctive : adnexal, contentualizing {IV 113-4, 121.22). 

82 I am here merely collecting together and sometimes rearranging material to be found in the following studies: (ME/ 
OE) Polotsky 1969:470-4, 1964:269ff., 275ff. (= CP 54ff., 60ff.), 1976:§§2.2-7; Callender 1975 (esp. §4.4); de Cenival 1972; 
Frandsen 1975; Vernus 1980; Schenkel 1981; Edel passim, esp. §§511-531; Gardiner passim, esp. §§156, 187, 192, 223, 233, 
237, 329. (LE) Erman 1933 esp. §425 Anm., 409-440, 795; Groll 1970 esp. 178-191; Frandsen 1974 esp. 109ff., 153-170; Cerny- 
Groll, esp. 188f., 49 Iff. 
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striking); the picture needs further resolution in Coptic no less than in pre-Coptic Egyptian 83 . The themat¬ 
ic function (in focalization patterns) has, for obvious research-historical reasons, been overplayed to 
an extent at the expense of others. Note that the presentation below is schematic and incomplete, not 
taking into account (a) “ concrete ” nominalizations — participles, relative forms; (b) the infinitive with 
no actor in immediate syntagm; (c) the negatived “ that ’’-forms (incl. “ that ’’-forms after negators of 
existence), not necessarily coextensive with affirmative ones. The exclusion of these important elements 
cannot but distort the picture. Furthermore, some less central functional categories are omitted as well: 
“that’’-forms as headings (superscriptions) 84 ; in initial (protatic) “ casus adverbialis ” status 85 ; in ap¬ 
position to an anaphoric or cataphoric pronoun. 


theme-topic in 
Realization patterns 


subject = theme in 
Nominal Sentence 


(grammatical) subject 
of verb/adjective 


predicate 

of Nominal Sentence 


“ Wechselsatz ” 
(“ balanced 
construction ”) 


object of verb 


Coptic 



_ 87 


X€ 


_ 88 


(€)TP€ 


- 89 


(gloss, 
n€ 90 ) 

(€)TP€- 91 


after 


€H- (§2.7.1.1) 


(€)TP€~ (prosp.) 
X€- (non prosp.) 


Late Egyptian 


(Ch. 2) 

Second Tense / 
relative; circum 
stantial 


j.jr.f sdm / j.sdm.f 
circumstantial 86 


p3y.f sdm / 
p3 sdm j.jr.f 


p3y.f sdm / 
p3 sdm j.jr.f 


p3y.f sdm / 
p3 sdm j.jr.f 


p3y.f sdm / p3 sdm 
j.jr.f; r-dd; 
prosp. sdm.f 
(lex. valency distr.) 


Middle/old Egyptian 


mrr.fj sdmw.flsdm.n.(tw).f 


mrr.f 


mrr.f 


mrr.f sdm.n.(tw).f 
(passive sdmw.f?) 


mrr.f / sdmw.f / sdm.n.f 


mrr.f / prosp. sdm.f sdmw.f 
(sdm.n.f); ntt-jwnt - (lexeme 
valency/sentence-form 
distribution) 


83 In ME/OE, for instance, the distribution of sdmw.f and its relationship with mrr.f and the non-“ emphatic ” prospective 
are far from dear; so are the distributional schemes of ntt-jwnt and of mrr.f {sdm.n.f (“ emphatic ”) outside focalization patterns. 
For Demotic, almost all of the assignment work awaits to be done. 

84 ME: mrr.f; LE: infinitive + jrji.7 Coptic: €TP€M-? (cf. Ill 218.14), X€- {Ch. 153.5ff.). 

85 Cf. Shisha-Halevy 1974 (see §2.8.3 here for the Sec. Tense as a “ that ’’-form outside focalization patterns). 

86 Cf. Shisha-Halevy 1978. 

87 III 26.4, Ch. 155.44ff. 

88 III 26.4, Ch. 47.42. 

89 III 29.16f., 105.14, IV 85-6, Ch. 197.19f. 

90 III 214.17, Ch. 122.18AF., 137.30ff., 142.1 If. 

91 Also after €T€nAl n€ {Ch. 160.14f.); after the copular ne : III 184.7,8, 224.20f. 
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Coptic 

Late Egyptian 

Middle/old Egyptian 

governed 
by prepositions* 
expanding modifiers 

TP€- (€-, N~, NCA-, 
ANTI - , 2ITN-, 

MNNCA - ) 

X€- (€TB€ - , €BOA) 

(conjunctive) 

* 

p3y.f sdm / p3 sdm 
j.jr.f ; prosp. sdm.f 
(after m-dr- 9 m-ht -) 92 

mrr.f / prosp. sdm.f 
( sdmw.f ), {sdm.n.f) / sdm.t.f ; 
nth (lexeme valency/sentence- 
form distribution) 

in initial modal role: 

jussive-optative- 

hortative 

Second Future 
(6HNA-) (§2.1.3) 
(CTPe - , n. 63) 

prospective 

sdm.f 

prospective sdm.f 
mrr.f ( ?) 95 

adnominal 

- 

(€)TPe- 93 

X€- 94 

(conjunctive) 

(n-) ( p3 ) sdm j.jr.f / 
p3y.f sdm 

( n-)mrr.f {sdm.f sdm.n.f) 


92 Not analyzable synchronically, according to Groll 1970:409ff. 

93 III 218.14 (oYAoroc), IV 118.24 (T€XP€IA), 61.24f. (TtfiNSAHA), see above §7.4 (a), and note 81; exx. in Rudnitzky 
1956: 13 Iff. 

94 See Rudnitzky 1956:132, Shisha-Halevy 1972:97. 

95 See De Cenival, RdE 24:42f. (1972); Junge 1978. 









Appendi X 


TEXTUAL SOURCES CONSTITUTING THE CORPUS 

Observations on editions follow the bibliographical information. For reasons of space, I have 
limited cross-references to a minimum (parallels between A , Ch., L and Wess., also with numerous un¬ 
published fragments, are not specified here, neither are codicological interrelationships. The following 
is not a bibliography of Shenoutean philology, the need for which is met elsewhere (Bibl. = P. J. Frandsen 
and E. Richter-Aeroe, “Shenoute: A Bibliography”, in: D. W. Young [ed.] 1981:147-176). For some 
surveys of editions, see R. McL. Wilson, ed. 1978:21 n. 122 (Krause), 156f. (Orlandi). 


A. Editions of Published Manuscripts 

(arranged in alphabetic order of abbreviations or reference codes) 


A /, 2 


Bert. Sitz. 


BKU 
BM Cat. 


Cat. 
Ch. 


E. C. Amelineau, (Euvres de Schenoudi , Paris, Leroux, 1907-1914. (Bibl. No. 1). 
Quoted by page. A 2 268-285 is by Besa (Kuhn, CSCO 157/copt. 21 [1956] p. X f.), 
530-2 by Basilius (Lucchesi, Analecta Bollandiana 99:78 [1981]). Am61ineau*s frag¬ 
ment XXI (A 2 415ff.) has now been identified as a translation (at first sight, expert 
and faithful) of some of Gregory of Nyssa’s homilies on Ecclesiastes: Orlandi, Vetera 
Christianorum 18:337f. (1981). In special cases, quotations from this fragment have 
been retained, marked as “ not Sh. ”. — This, the first extensive edition of Shenoute’s 
works, is on the whole negligent and not always reliable. Wherever possible, I have 
collated Amelineau’s more suspect readings with the Naples MSS and, when neces¬ 
sary, emended them; sometimes I quote the MS in preference to Amelineau’s text. 
Reviews and critical remarks by Nau, Leipoldt, von Lemm and others. 

L. Th. Lefort in Anhang to Bang - von Gabain, ” Turkische Turfantexte, 11. Mani- 
chaica ”, Berliner Akad. Sitzungsberichte 1929:430. Edition of P 131 4 158 ro. (Not 
in Bibl.). 

Agyptische Urkunden aus den Koniglichen Museen zu Berlin : Koptische Urkunden (Berlin, 
Weidemann, 1904): No. 180 2 (Ostr. Or. 8710 vo). (Bibl. No. 6). 

W. E. Crum, Catalogue of the Coptic MSS in the British Museum (London, The British 
Museum, 1905): see below for fragments described and/or edited here). (Not in 
Bibl.). 

L.-Th. Lefort, “ Catechese christologique de Chenoute”, ZAS 80:40-45 (1955). 
(Bibl. No. 71). 

E. Chassinat, Le quatrieme livre des entretiens et epitres de Shenouti (MIFAO 23, 
Le Caire 1911). (Bibl. No. 19). Parallels with A 1, BMCat., L III, Wess. and unpub¬ 
lished MSS. Part translations, commentaries, glossaries etc. by Du Bourguet, Barns, 
Koschorke-Timm-Wisse and Cherix. The attribution of Ch. 200-209 (206.56-208.22 
is paralleled in Kahle, Bala'izah, No. 50) is problematic: the authorship of “ Liberius ” 
is historically impossible, and in my opinion the Shenoutean authorship is still a pos- 
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CO 

(Got.) Jelanskaja 

Ench. 

Ep. 

(L) ///, IV 


Lemm 

Leyd. 

Lucchesi 
Ming. 


sibility (a commented edition and translation has been prepared by F. Wisse). Quoted 
by page and line. 

W. E. Crum, Coptic Ostraca from the Collections of the Egypt Exploration Fund , the 
Cairo Museum and others (London, The Egypt Exploration Fund, 1902): No. 13 (Ostr. 
Cairo 8113). (Bibl. No. 26). 

A. I. Jelanskaja, “ Fragment sotryvkom iz sodinenija Senute ”, Pigulevskaja Volume 
(Ellinisticeskij Bliznij Vostok , Vizantija i Iran , Moscow, Nauka, 1967) 48-51 (formerly 
MSS Gol. Copt. 40). (Bibl. No. 39). 

A. Shisha-Halevy, “ Unpublished Shenoutiana in the British Library ”, Enchoria 
5:53-108 (1975), with plates 9-30. (Bibl. No. 123). Quoted by page and column. 

Crum-Winlock-Evelyn-White, The Monastery of Epiphanius at Thebes , II (New 
York, The Metropolitan Museum, 1926) Nos. 56, 57, 58, 66. ( Bibl. No. 35). 

J. Leipoldt, Sinuthii Archimandritae Vita et Opera Omnia , III (CSCO 42/copt. [ser. 2] 
4, Paris 1908) and IV (CSCO 73/copt. [ser. 2] 5, Paris 1913). The best extensive critical 
edition to date. (Bibl. No. 80, see the index of references, p. 175f.). Reviewed by Spie- 
gelberg and Junker. Numerous observations by von Lemm, Jernstedt and others. 
Translation by H. Wiesemann (CSCO 96/copt. 8, 1931, and CSCO 108/copt. 12, 1936), 
partial translation (of No. 20-22) by Leipoldt himself (in Festschrift Barnikol , Berlin 
1964, 52-56). Parallels in A y Ch ., Wess. etc. (some noted by Leipoldt, with many ad¬ 
ditions), also in unpubl. or recently published fragments (e.g. Leipoldt’s No. 22 - III 
76.16-77.10 - in ViK 922; No. 32 in B.L.Or. 8664, see Or. below; Nos. 71, 74: see 
Lucchesi below; others are noted above, following relevant quotations). Leipoldt’s 
No. 76 (IV 129-153) is not by Shenoute (see IV pp. x-xiii; Leipoldt 1903:1 Iff., with 
various indications of non-Shenoutean composition; Lefort, (Euvres de S. Pachome 
[CSCO 159/copt. 23] xxiif.). Among other linguistic phenomena betraying non-She- 
noutean authorship, observe the frequent jussive €TP€M- (e.g. 133.20, 136.13, 145.12), 
extensive non-rhetorical use of MAP6H- (e.g. 129.22, 131.20, 135.4); peculiar use of the 
conjunctive, esp. the conj. continuing or relieving €TP€M~ at a distance (e.g. 130.7, 
131.8, 133.8, 141.22f., I47.19f. etc.): the conjunctive supplies the details in a frame¬ 
work of €TP€- preceptive jussive. Way of expression different from the Shenoutean: 
132.26f., 140.12, 143.5; a special use of-tf€-, 131.27, 136.11, 138.12,24, 143.5, 145.4; 
different sentence structure, with frequent anacoluthia, which is unusual in preceptive 
Shenoutean texts. For III p. 244 (Gregory of Nyssa) see above, on Amelineau fgt. 
XXI. — Quoted only by volume (///, IV) y page and line. 

O. von Lemm, “ Koptische Miscellen, No. CXXIV ” (von Lemm 1972b:413ff): P. 
Gol. 38. (Bibl. No. 91). 

Pleyte-Boeser, Manuscrits coptes du Musee d'antiquites des Pays-Bas a Leide (Leiden, 
Brill, 1897): Sh. Nos. 57, 58, 61, 63-5, 67, 72, 73, 75-7, 79-81, 84, 89; Sh.l Nos. 
60, 68, 69, 89, 90. (Not in Bibl.). See Crum Papers XI 54, also observations in von 
Lemm 1972b:44ff, 1972a:401. 

E. Lucchesi, “Deux feuillets coptes inddits de Shenoute”, Mus 91:171-8 (1978): 
P copte 130 2 115, 122, 131 (partly parallel to L Nos. 71 and 74). (Bibl. No. 98). 

G. L. Mingarelli, Aegyptiorum codicum reliquiae... (Bologna, Typis Laelii a Vulpe, 
1785): Nos. IV, V, XIII, XIV (according to Gabrielli, Manoscritti e carte orientali 
p. 56, “ Marciani 9, 10, gik orientali 192-3 ”). (Not in Bibl.). 
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Miss. E. C. Amelineau, Monuments pour servir a Thistoire de VEgypte chretienne aux lV e , 

V e y VI e et VII e siecies (M6m. de la Mission Arch6ol. Frangaise 4/1, Paris 1888) 277- 
287 (“ Fragmentum ”, Nr - i a, see p. xlvii); pp. 229-236, although somewhat unusual 
in genre for Shenoute, is nevertheless Shenoutean in style. (Not in BibL). 

Mun . H. Munier, Manuscrits copies ( Catalogue general des antiquites egyptiennes du Musee 

du Caire Nos. 99201-9304; Le Caire, IFAO, 1916): Sh. Nos. 9257, 9262, 9266-9, 
9281, 9282, 9291, 9292, 9298; Sh.*! 9289, (??) 9255. (BibL No. 103). Quoted by page. 

Or. A. Shisha-Halevy, “ Two New Shenoute Texts from the British Library ”, Orientalia 

44:149-185 (1975), with plates IX-X. ( BibL No. 121). New parallels: VIK 9292 par¬ 
allels B.L. Or. 8664, here publ., from A€ 34 to AZ 46; FI 31 6 72 parallels MB 17 to HA 20. 
Prof. B. Layton informs me that the originals for B.L.Or . 7561 have been located; that 
fragments CIII, CIV, CV and CVII cannot have belonged to the main MS (pp. H9- 
pa), also that Cl is parallelled by the fragment of Crum, Papyruscodex , Appendix. 
It would therefore seem that the Shenoutean authorship of all fragments on pp. 172-5 
is at best doubtful. Quoted by page and line. 

Quot. Quotations from shenoute: (1) In Besa (ed. Kuhn, CSCO 157/copt. 21, Louvain 

1956), 7.16f.,19ff., 32.33 (see p. 141-2); (2) in Sahidic “ Lives of Shenoute ”: ed. Am6- 
lineau in Miss. (1888) 240.3fT., (1895) 640.2f.; ed. Shore, JEA 65:143 (1979), p. 138. 
(3) In the unpublished MS B.L.Or . 8811 (formerly Curzon 110), quotations edited by the 
present writer in BASP 17:167-172 (1980); see Ryl.Cat. 29f.; one quoted passage par¬ 
allels Wess. 9 91a-b, No. 30b. (4) In BMCat. 94 (No. 214). 

RE 10, 11 H. Guerin, “Sermons inedits de Senouti ”, Revue egyptologique 10:148-164 (1902), 

11:15-34 (1904), publ. separately in 1903 (Paris, Leroux): Louvre 10.162. (BibL No. 49). 
The worst edition of Shenoute: see criticism and corrections by von Lemm 1972a:405- 
419. Parallel in part: BMCat., No. 253 (unpubl., see below). Quoted by page 
and line. 

Rossi F. Rossi, I Papiri copti del Museo egizio di Torino (Torino Accad. Memorie 41-2, To¬ 

rino, Loescher, 1887-1892): 2/3 (1891) 4-90 (“Pap. Peyron IV”, ie-PH€), 2/4 (1892) 
44-45 (17 fgts.). (BibL No. 113). See Orlandi, Mus 87:122 (1974). Critical obser¬ 
vations, emendations, reconstruction and reedition in part by von Lemm 1972b :27f., 
1972a:350-398. Quoted by fascicle and page. 

Rudnitzky G. Rudnitzky, “ Ein Sermon aus dem Schatzkastlein unseres Vaters Apa Schenute ”, 

Festgabe C. Wehmer (Amsterdam 1963) 13-18 (Cod. Heidelb. 63). (BibL No. 115). 

Ryl.Cat. W. E. Crum, Catalogue of the Coptic MSS in the John Rylands Library (Manchester, 

The University Press, 1909): Nos. 67-70. (BibL No. 30). Quoted by page. 

Teza E. Teza, “ Frammenti inediti di un sermone di Scenuti in dialetto sahidico ”, Accad. 

Nazionale dei Lincei, Rendiconti , ser. 5 degli Atti, v. 1 (1892) 682-97. (BibL No. 137). 
Critical observations etc. by von Lemm 1972a:298-400. 

Wess. 9 C. Wessely, Studien zur Paldographie undPapyruskunde IX (— Griechische und koptische 

Texte I, Leipzig, Haessel, 1909): Sh. Nos. 29-32, 35, 36, 38, 41, 42, 44-49, 50-54 (No. 
50 is an incipit catalogue of Shenoutean works, to be published and translated, with 
identifications and additional incipits, by F. Wisse); Sh . ? 37, 39,43. ( BibL No. 144). 
Parallels in some editions and unedited fragments. Textual observations etc. by von 
Lemm 1972b:217. Quoted by page, column and line. 

Wess. 18 C. Wessely, Studien zur Paldographie und Papyruskunde XVIII (= Griechische und 

koptische Texte V, Leipzig, Haessel, 1917): Sh. No. 287; Sh.l No. 281. (BibL No. 
145). Quoted by page, column and line. 
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Young D. W. Young, “ A Monastic Invective against Egyptian Hieroglyphs ”, in D. W. Young 

ed. 1981:348-360 (Mich. 158.13 a-d). 

Z, Zoega G. Zoega, Catalogus codicum copticorum manuscriptorum qui in Museo Borgiano Ve- 

litris adservantur (Roma 1810). (Not in BibL). Forty-eight Borgian codd. are attrib¬ 
utable, with greater or lesser certainty, to Shenoute. Of these 15 were edited in A 
and L; 17 in L (two in L alone), 27 in A alone (No. 230, Leipoldt’s No. 76, is not by 
Shenoute: see above). Nos. 301 {IB 15, 474 - a copy of 300), 233* {IB 9, 408, copy 
of 233), and 287-8 (5/t.?? IB 14, 461) have not been edited to date. I quote Zoega , 
where applicable, in lieu of the unreliable A. 


B. Unpublished Fragments 

This list is not meant as a check list or repertory of unedited sources of Shenoute’s writings, but as 
a reference listing of all MSS actually scanned and utilized in the present work. A few words on the 
procedure of sifting out unedited Shenoute fragments: I have relied heavily on Crum’s opinion, in his 
Dictionary , Catalogues and Papers (Large blue “S'”; XI 14, XI 54 are here especially relevant). His 
opinion is used as an authoritative starting point for further examination, never as a last word. I have 
not as a rule touched upon the question of codex assignment of fragments. This important project (of 
which the main proponent is Prof. Tito Orlandi of Rome) should be undertaken by competent palaeo¬ 
graphers, with all the material before their eyes, and should be combined with the compilation of such 
a repertory as is mentioned above (see §0.1). 


ENGLAND 

London, The British Library , 

Dept, of Oriental MSS and Printed Books 

Fragments (in BMCat. numbering): 

Sh. {B.L.Or. 3580A) 144 (publ. in BMCat.) 

{B.L.Or. 3581 A) — all (partly = p ) published in BMCat. — 

192 p , 194 p , 195 p , 196 p , 198 p , 199, 201, 202 p , 203 p , 205, 206, 209 p , 210 p , 21 l p , 
212, 232 p , 253 p (parallel to RE 10 159a 1-24), 991, 992 p . 

B.L.Or. 6954 (12) vo, one of the “ Horner fragments I have used a copy made by Prof. Layton. 
Sh.l {B.L.Or. 3581A) 215 (partly publ. in BMCat.\ 251. Sh.ll 252. 

No. 214 contains a Shenoute quotation (von Lemm 1972b :27f.). 


Manchester, The John Rylands University Library 


Nos. 67-70 (partially publ. in Ry/.Cat. ; No. 67 is included in L, No. 22, cod. D, where however Leipoldt 
merely reprinted the Ryl.Cat. text). I have used photographs and Crum’s copies {Crum Papers II 10). 


Cambridge, University Library 

Or. 16/1699 (H. Thompson’s MSS [“Thompson”, “ HT ”], presented in 1939), fragments E (If.), F 
(If.), G (If.), H (4fL), J (2ff.), K (4ff.), L (If.), X (If.). This is part of a collection of approx. 80 fragments, 
previously in the possession of Hyvemat. Some Shenoutean ones {A, C, D , E) have been published. A 
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large box (Or. 16/1700) contains various items, including the paper and envelopes which previously held 
these fragments, slips with Thompson’s transcripts, notes regarding the fragments, correspondence, etc. 
Thompson seems to have paid special attention to the Shenoutean texts, to judge by his notes on parallel 
MSS, Biblical quotations and a detailed list of the Shenouteana of the collection. 

Oxford, The Bodleian Library 

(Volume b 4) Sh. Cl.Pr. 22, 36; Sh.l Cl.Pr . 33. The “ b 4 ” fragments, originally Woide’s, were bought 
following his death for the Clarendon Press, then deposited in the Bodleian. Abbe Hyvemat’s handwritten 
catalogue of 1887 is very detailed in the description of the fragments. For further information on this 
collection, see Crum Papers II 1; PSBA 30:23If. (1908); RdE 1:106 n. 2 (1933). {Cl.Pr. 39 is “ Pseudo- 
Shenoute ”.) 

FRANCE 

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale 
Fonde copte (I have used microfilms): 

130 1 : ff. 14-19, 35-7, 124-142 (ff. 14-16 were edited in P. Cauwenbergh, Etude sur les moines d'Egypte, 
Paris 1914, p. 176f.; other isolated passages have been edited elsewhere). 

130 2 : Sh. ff. 1-11, 24, 25, 44-8, 49-64, 65-74, 75-6, 78, 80-1, 89-96, 97-100, 103-4, 105, 109-111, 112, 
115, 116, 117-9, 123, 124, 126, 128, 130, 132; Sh. ? ff. 32-7, 38-43, 106-8, 120. 

130 4 : Sh. ff. 90, 93-4, 95-6, 97-8, 100-5, 107, 110-111, 115-130, 139-142 ro (“ Florilegium Sinuthia- 
num ”), 155-160 (“ Florilegium Sinuthianum ”); Sh.l ff. 84-9, 99, 114. 

130 s : Sh. ff 15-7, 18, 19, 20, 21-2, 23-4, 27, 37-9, 48-9, 52, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 61, 64, 65, 66, 67, 69, 

70, 80, 81, 83, 86, 87, 88, 90, 92, 93, 94-5, 97-8, 100, 101, 103, 105, 106, 108, III, 112, 113, 115-9, 
121, 125, 128; Sh.l ff 33-4, 50, 51, 96, 99, 133. 

I30 8 : f. 153. 

131 1 : ff 37, 75. 

131 4 : ff. 86-93, 140-7, 150-3, 154-8, 160, 161. 

131 5 : Sh. ff. 4-6, 8, 19, 20, 47, 52, 56, 65, 67, 118, 126, 128, 133-5, 144, 149; Sh.l ff. 13, 16, 17, 22, 28, 
42, 43, 64, 79-82. 

131 6 : Sh. ff 13, 14-5, 16, 23, 29, 30, 31, 32, 44, 56-7, 66-7, 80, 81, 105, 117; Sh.l ff 20, 21, 28, 42-3, 64, 

71, 90, 110. 

131 7 : Sh. ff. 32, 39, 40, 45, 46, 57, 65, 71; Sh.l ff. 11, 25. 

131 8 : Sh. ff. 84, 94, 109; Sh.l ff 91, 92, 105, 119. 

(NB: there is a wide margin of error in including or excluding fragments in this list.) 

AUSTRIA 

Vienna, Nationalbibliothek 

ViK: Sh. 912, 913, 918, 920, 921, 924, 926, 927, 928, 933, 940, 9006, 9028, 9040, 9099, 9291, 9292, 9293, 
9294, 9298, 9315, 9316, 9320; Sh.l 929, 9066. (Crum, who identified in Dictionary as Shenoutean also 
Nos. 919, 9100, 9343, 9598, 9764, 9868, was well aware of the existence in Vienna of unedited Shenouteana. 
See also Till in Or. 41:388 [1935] and ZDMG 95:169 [1941].) I have used microfilms. 

GERMANY 

Berlin (West), Staatsbibliothek Preussischer Kulturbesitz 
MS Or. 2° 1611.5-7, 1613.1-7 (microfilms and copies). 
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UNITED STATES 

New York, Columbia University Library 
Parchment (# 25), photograph in Crum Papers I 101. 

Ann Arbor, University of Michigan Library 

Mich. Ms. 158 (Crum’s “ 550 ”), 14a, 17 (D. W. Young’s copies), 15, 16, 18, 19 (quoted from Dictionary). 
The Michigan Shenouteana are being edited by D. W. Young. See Young p. 348 and now Young 1982. 

Durham (North Carolina ), Duke University Library 

Duke Univ. Coptic MS (unnumbered), Iff. (in the Perkins Rare Books Room), kindly copied by Mr. 
D, Spanel. Possibly Shenoute. 


REPUBLIC OF EGYPT 
Cairo, Egyptian Museum 

No. 8007 (photographs). 


Cairo, Institut Franqais d'Archeologie Orientale (IF) 
Cod. 1, quoted from Dictionary. 


BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES 


ABBREVIATIONS (OF PERIODICALS AND SERIALS) 


ASAE 

BASP 

BIFAO 

BO 

BSAC 

BSL 

BSOAS 

CdE 

CFS 

CSCO 

FL 

GGA 

GLECS 

GM 

IF 

IJAL 

IOS 

JAOS 

JEA 

JL 

JNES 

JPs 

Lg 

MDAIK 

MH 

MIFAO 

MIO 

MLR 

Mus 

OLP 

OLZ 

Or 

PICL 

PSBA 

RdE 

RE 

RT 

SL 


Annales du Service des Antiques de l’£gypte 

Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists 

Bulletin de lTnstitut frangais d’Arch^ologie orientale (Le Caire) 

Bibliotheca Orientalis 

Bulletin de la Soci6te d’Arch^ologie Copte 

* 

Bulletin de la Societe de Linguistique de Paris 

Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 

Chronique d’figypte 

Cahiers Ferdinand de Saussure 

Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 

Folia Linguistica 

Gottingische gelehrte Anzeigen 

Groupe linguistique d’fitudes chamito-sSmitiques 

Gottinger Miszellen 

lndogermanische Forschungen 

International Journal of American Linguistics 

Israel Oriental Studies 

Journal of the American Oriental Society 

Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 

Journal of Linguistics 

Journal of Near Eastern Studies 

Journal de Psychologie 

Language 

Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archaologischen Instituts, Abteilung Kairo 
Museum Helveticum 

Memoires de lTnstitut frangais d’Archdologie orientale 
Mitteilungen des Instituts fur Orientforschung 
Modern Language Review 
Le Mu$6on 

Orientalia Lovanensia Periodica 
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 
Orientalia 

Proceedings of the International Congress of Linguists 
Proceedings of the Society for Biblical Archeology 
Revue d’figyptologie 
Revue Sgyptologique 

Recueil de travaux relatifs a la philologie et a l’arcMologie 6gyptiennes et assyriennes 
Studia Linguistica 
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TCLP 

TLP 

TUGAL 

VR 

WZKM 

ZAS 

ZcPh 

ZDMG 

ZPh 

ZRPh 

ZV 


Travaux du Circle linguistique de Prague 
Travaux Iinguistiques de Prague 

Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 
Vox Romanica 

Wiener Zeitschrift fur die Kunde des Morgenlandes 

Zeitschrift fur agyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 

Zeitschrift fur celtische Philologie 

Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft 

Zeitschrift fur Phonetik und allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft 

Zeitschrift fur romanische Philologie 

Zeitschrift fur Volkerpsychologie und Sprachwissenschaft 
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ADDITIONAL REMARKS AND REFERENCES 


§0.0.1 My investigation, analytic (not synthetic), microscopic (not macroscopic or panoramic), 
aims at a description of (sub-)systemic structure, not language structure. However, this work does not 
constitute a monography in the strictest sense, or claim the last word on any of the issues treated therein. 
As a matter of fact, it embodies a compromise between the need for a broad basis and for a charting 
as detailed as possible. 


§1.1.2.1 B2 (p. 27) and p. 36 n. 75: €IC + temporal expression . €IC is here not a preposition but 
a focussing element. A series of work-notes by the author on the syntax of €IC, €ic 2HHT6 and various 
existential clauses in the Sahidic New Testament, published in the Gottinger Miszellen (77:67ff., 1984), 
suggests that €ic- is a A/c-ef-ww/ic-deictic member in the existential-statement paradigm. 


§1.2.1.1, spec. obs. (1): On “ inalienable ” possession, see Levy-Bruhl’s classic study, “ L’expression 
de la possession dans les langues melanesiennes”, MSL 19:96-104(1914); also H. B. Rosen, “Die Aus- 
drucksform fur 'verausserlichen’ und * unverausserlichen Besitz’ im homerischen Griechisch”, Lingua 
8:264-293 (1959), reprinted in Strukturalgrammatisehe Beitrage zum Verstandnis Homers , Amsterdam 
1967; idem , “ Sur quelques categories a expression adnominale en hebreu-israelien ”, BSL 53:316-342 
(1958). Levy-Bruhl’s term is not satisfactory, since many of the items intimately related or belonging to 
their owner can nevertheless be “alienated” from him — note the rather extreme and macabre example 
of limbs being severed from the body (e. g. in martyrological context; in the Bohairic Martyrologies 
they then cease in fact to be grammatically treated as existing in a special relationship with their owner). 


The predication of possession is of course a more comprehensive issue. Observe that, beside 0 YN-* 
syntagms, Coptic employs for this purpose the Nominal Sentence predicating the pronominalized pos - 
sessum [with a pronominal possessor: (/// 90.19f.) nuJK ne nNOYB, nuiK ne n2AT, tujk T€ toikoyhcnh; 
nominal possessor: (ibid. 47.20) nA-N€0HPlON AN ri€]. 


§2.0.2.1 (Thematization): A germane question not treated here is the determination of the actor 
noun in the verbal topic, more specifically the correlation of prominent thematization with the definite 
or referential actor. 


§2.0.2.4, §2.8: The possible correlation of complement placement with relative rhematicity is a 
direction worth pursuing. A hypothesis: cases of conditioned/non-pertinent placement excepted, the 
further in the clause an element is placed, the more rhematic it is. 


§4.2.2: It appears aften all viable to integrate the phenomenon of “ Affective Placement ” in a general 
theory of the information-functional structure of the text; that is to say, placement or paradigm “ p ”, 
nnoNHPOC npujm€, signals a higher degree of Communicative Dynamism than placement “ a ”, nPUJM€ 
MnONHPOC, this opposition in information weight being in either case mapped onto the basic attributive 
dependence. 

§5.1.1.0.1: A general theory of Coptic determination — of noun definiteness, indefiniteness, specifi¬ 
city, genericity, in relation to such discourse-oriented phenomena as reference and indication — is yet a 
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distant goal. Particular constituents of this theory will be the functional definition of zero-determination 
(different zeroes, according to the various commutations and paradigm extent) and proper names. 

§5.3 n. 42: A. Schleicher’s study was published as Mem. Acad. St.-Petersbourg, ser. VII, 1859, I 
No. 7. 

§6.0.1.1 (Frontal extraposition): The significance of “ definitization ” of the fronted noun must be 
correlated with topicalization in the framework of a general theory of discourse-oriented determination. 
It appears that all grades of formal determination are represented in this status, although zero determina¬ 
tion is very rare; ANA«J M€N Mfi0Y€iP€ (III 18.15 f., cf. §3.1.1.1.0.1) is instructive: the noun is the lexical 
component of a compound verb, and here is the only way of focalizing this component, with the zero 
resumption completing an idiomatic native equivalent of the “tautological infinitive” (Goldenberg 1971). 

§6.0.2 (Links and delimitations): Another link delimitation opposition is symptomized by the non- 
syllabic:syllabic status of the plural definite article before the initial vowel of a noun lexeme, regular 
(inside the noun syntagm) at least with native lexemes (NUIH€, NIOYAAI vs. N€PUJOY, H€AHY). With lexemes of 
Greek origin, we find (in Chassinat’s edition) both NAPXH and NAPXH, NAflOCTOAOC and NAfiOCTOAOC, 
and so on; it is my impression that these cases too may be accounted for as conditioned by factors outside 
the noun syntagm, e.g. sandhi with the preceding word. (See Polotsky, OLZ 59:253 n. I, 1964 - note 
omitted by error in CP.) See now, for the “ Middle Egyptian ” dialect, CdE 58/115-6, p. 316. 

§6.0.2.3: Generally speaking, two lexemes join in relatively open juncture, unless one contains an 
active grammeme (the case of C€Tn-riPUJM€), whereas grammemes and mixed grammeme-lexeme 
syntagms join in relatively close juncture. 

§6.1.1.2.1 (d), ad RE 10 161a 27ff.: The augens may have a special standing when the referate is a 
noun syntagm in address (“vocative”) status: here the definite article is situation-conditioned, hence 
(like a proper name) not really (i.e. pertinently) “ definite 

§6.1.3, §6.2.1: The prominence of personal indication marked by the augens may overlap and coin¬ 
cide with thematic prominence, especially in the case of coincidence with a different marking of topica¬ 
lization; consider (III 137.27) €lNA9Ujn€ ANOK MniCTOC X€-, sim. Ch. 156.If. or (Cat. 42.14, 43.8) 

NTK-NIM NTOK. 

§7.1.3.1 (The conjunctive base and the nota relationis ): See also Schleicher, “Zur Morphologie der 
Sprache ” (reference in add. to §5.3, above), p. 24. 

§7.2.1.1.5.1: See now M. Green, “The TAPE Pattern in Coptic Non-Biblical Texts”, ZAS 110 
(1983) 132-143, arriving at very similar conclusions regarding the rhetorical role of this form. 

§7.2.3.2, ad IV 162.2ff.: Compare the variant text in K 9223 p. 67, where the same effect of vivid, 
dramatic action is achieved by the juxtaposition of perfect forms: N20C0N AnAi €i €BOA AnAi +-T€HNA2B 
€20YN N20C0N AnAi +~TU>H €20 YN AHA I €1 €BOA. 

§7.3.1.1 with n. 73 and §7.4: The distinction of / active and non-factive introduced by P. and C. 
Kiparsky in Progress in Linguistics (edd. Bierwisch and Heidolph, The Hague 1970) 143-173, applies 
to Coptic “ that ’’-forms: £€- factive or unmarked, €TP€- marked non-factive, the conjunctive a mar¬ 
ginal non-factive form. (Consider the variation of TP€- and conjunctive after mnnca- in Ruth 2:11 (Shier), 
although TP€- does not share the markedness for non-factivity of €TP€“.) 
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INDEX OF SUBJECTS DISCUSSED 


(The references are to chapters, paragraphs or pages. The index is selective.) 

Absence, systemic: see Non-attestation 
Actants: see Valency 
—, focalized: §2.3 
Actor expression: 146ff., 149f. 

Actor, nominal, placement of: §6.0.1 
Adclausal modification: §§1.1.2.2-3, 1.3.1 ff. passim 
Adjectives: Ch. 4 
—, defined: §4.2.2 

—, in marked/unmarked placement: §4.2.2.2 
—, Greek loan-adjectives: §4.2.2 
Adjuncts and focus (negation): I02ff. 

Adnexal modification: §0.3.2; ll 54 , 64f., 116 36 , 190f. 

—, dependence, compatible with nucleus-satellite dependence: 81, 190 29 

Adnomina! expansion: §§1.1.1 f., 1.3.1 ff. passim , Ch. 4; 11 54 

Adnominal paradigm: 190 31 

Adverb: see Modifiers 

— vs. adjective: §0.3 

Adverbal expansion: Chs. 1, 3, 7 

—, defined: 23 35 

—, rectional vs. complementational: §3.0.1.2; 24f. 

Adverbal verb forms: 25f., 187ff. 

Affect: see Emotive principle 
Akhmimic: 20 87 , 87 114 , 102 159 , 109 
Anacoluthia, cohesional definition of: 163 41 
Analysis, delicacy of: 6, 9f. 

—, descending continuous: 2, 6, 9 
Anaphora and cataphora, conflict of: 152 

Anaphoric reference, masculine to “feminine” zero-determinated noun: §5.2.1.1-3 

Antithetic configurations: 79, 133 17 

Aorist, Second — circumstantial — relative: 68f. 

Apodosis, Second Tense in: 79 
—, focalization-pattern selection in: 89f. 

Appositive relative construction: 67 

Appositive syntagms expanding pronouns and proper names: §4.3 
Arrangement, in adnominal syntagmatics: Ch. 4 passim 
—, in focalization syntagmatics: Ch. 2 passim 

—, of adverbal/adclausal modification constructions: Ch. 1 passim 

> 

Article(s): see Determinators 


239 



Article, definite plural: 6 19 , 160 27 ; Addenda ad §6.0.2 
—, indefinite: 142ff. 

—, zero: see Zero article 

Assimilation as link/delimitation: 160, 162 

Asyndetic parataxis: 67 

Atemporal, generic verb forms, followed by conjunctive: §7.2.4.1 
Augens: §0.3.2, Ch. 6; 12, 19; Addenda ad §§6.1.1.2.1(d), 6.1.3, 6.2.1 
—, defined: 155f. 

—, functional essence of: §6.3 
—, modifier: §6.2 

—, paradigms and compatibilities of: §6.1.0.1-3 
Auxiliary verbs, deriving: §3.1.1.2.3 

Basic and Second Tenses, interrelationship of: §2.7.3 

Basic syntagmatic sequence (“ Grundrichtung ”): 18, 23, 131, 132 14 , 159 

Biblical style: §7.2.1.1.5; 1, 90 

Bipartite Pattern, predicating a modifier: §1.2.1.1 

—, Second-Tense conversion of: 65, 76 

Bohairic: 18 16 , 21 32 , 87 114 

Cataphora: 81, 146, 148ff. 

Category: §0.2.1.2-3 

Chiasmus: 84, 87, 90, 94, 159 20 

Circumstantial: 26, 31, 64f., 66f., 68f., 416, 149f. 

—, adnexal: §7.1.3.1; 39, 44", 64f., 81, !48f. 

—, adnominal: 6 14 , 19, 34", I46ff. 

—, adverbal (of aorist): 68 35 

—, before Second Tense: §2.0.1.1.2 

—, coordinated/disjoined in complex theme/topic: 100 

—, focalized: 81 

—, glose-t orm: §2.5 

—, with ri€: 38 

—, preceded by AYW following a Basic Tense: 5If. 

—, zero-conversion form: 85 105 

Cleft Sentence and circumstantial glose: §2.5 

—, devaluated: §2.5.0.1 

—, ri€ representing glose of: 152 41 

—, with (pro)nominal vedette : 33, 152 

—, and Second Tense: §2.7.2; 82, 85 

Cliches, fixed espressions, collocations (selection): 3f., 58f., 138; see also under Figures 
Coeventive (2MF1TP€M-): 26, 31, 205 
Cohesion: 26, 100, 144 20 ; see also Juncture 
Colon: §§2.8.1, 6.0.3; 156 

Colon-second, coion-final/intercolary placement of enclitics, augentia: Ch. 6 passim 
—, of modifiers: §1.3.1 ff. passim 
Communicative Dynamism (“CD”): 73ff., 104 
Commutability, function of analyzed extent: 6 15 , 6 16 
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Compatibility (selection): §§2.0.1.1.2, 7.1.2.3-4; 141ff., I42 3 , 144; see also Mutual exclusion 

Compound verbs, object of: §3.1.2.2.2 

Concord: §4.2.2.1; 144 

Conditional: 26, 31; see also Protasis 

—, as topicalization form: §2.7.2.1.2 

Conjugation bases, bracketing: 161f. 

—, = “pro-verbs”: §5.3 
Conjugation (predication) mediators: §3.3 
—, bracketing: 161 33 

“Conjunct participle” nomina agentis: 114 26 
Conjunctive: Ch. 7; 10 46 , 12, 19, 146, 149, 150, 216 
—, adnexal rhematic expansion-form: §§7.1.3, 7.3 

—, its “ base ” not nuclear, converter-like; its actor + infinitive a nexus: §7.1.3 
—, inductible categorizable verb-form: §7.1.1 f. 

—, object construction of: 122 
—, quintessential verbal modifier: §7.1.1 
Conversion, second-power: §2.0.1.1.2 
Converters: §2.0.1.1; 6 16 , 64ff. 

—, bracketing: 161 

Coordination and the conjunctive: 187ff. 

—, of modifiers: §1.1.2.4.2; see also under AYUJ, MN-, Z\~ 

Coptic, typology of (selection): §§0.4.1, 5.3; 7f., I2f., 157 11 
Cotext vs. context: 10 42 

# 

Descriptive order (selection): §2.6.4; 8, 89 120 , 131 
Determinators: §5.1.1; 82, 83 
—, and concord: 135f., 144ff. 

—, additional expansion of: 131 12 , 132 13 
—, bracketing: 161 

—, expanded by iterated noun: §1.3.4.4.1 
—, expanded by modifier: §1.1.1.1 
—, expanded by relative: 113, 114 

—, expanding the verb in object construction: 109 13 , 112 21 , 113ff. 

—, in expansion concatenation: 133 16 , 135, 142f., 144ff. 

—, pronominal object anaphoric to: §3.1.1.1.0.1 
Dialogue: §0.2.5.2.1 
—, response substructure of: 72 
Diathesis: §3.0.1.1-2 

—, pattern- (not lexeme-) referred: 107 6 
Disiunctio Sinuthiana : 3, 90, 94, 112 18 , 122 
Durativity and object construction: §3.1.2.1 

Emotive principle in adjective placement: §4.2.2.2 
Emphasis and related notions: 71fif., 155ff., 175 67 
Enclisis: §6.0.3 

Encliticity, scale of decreasing: 166 
Enclitics, placement of: §6.0.3 


—, polar placement in Nominal Sentence: §6.0.3.4 
—, relative placement and compatibilities: §6.0.3.2 
—, simultaneous double occurrence: §6.0.3.3; 103 
Extraposition, frontal: §6.0.1.1; Addenda ad §6.0.1.1 
—, rear: §6.0.1.2; 99 

Extratempora! verb forms and predications, continued by conjunctive: §7.2.2 


Figures and recurring expressions (selection): 3 3 , 79, 121, 123, 125, 171, 176, 178, 179, 195f., 200f., 207f.; 
see also under Antithetic configurations, Cliches, Chiasmus, Disiunctio Sinuthiana, Focus (complex), 
Focus (“ disguised ”). 

, figura etymologica (cognate object): 123 
focalization: §2.7.1 
, opistho-parenthesis: 79 90 
, topicalization: §2.7.2 
Final-consecutive syntagms: §§7.2.3.1, 7.3.1.1; 69 
Focal modifiers: Ch. 2 passim ; 12, 23 39 
Focality: §2.0.2.2.1 ff. 

—. inherent: 72 


marked: 7If. 
paradigm: 7If. 
values of: 72 


Focalization, preincluded (figure): §2.7.1.4.2 
simultaneous double (figure): §2.7.1.3.1 
Focalization patterns: Ch. 2 
conjunctive in: §7.2.3.3 
focus-initial: §2.4-6 
, negativing of: §2.9.1.1 ff. 
structural assignment of: §2.6.4 
topic-initial: §2.1-3 
Focus, complex (figure): §2.7.1.3.2 
final vs. non-final: 99 

, indirect or “disguised” (figure): §2.7.1.4.1 
interrogative vs. non-interrogative: 99 
, marked, pattern-initial: 7Iff. 

Functional Sentence Perspective (“FSP”): II, 73ff., 140 
Future, present-based, followed by conjunctive: §7.2.3 


Gender: Ch. 5 

—, feminine/masculine: 141ff., 154f. 

—, neuter: 145f. 

“ Glose ” (topic of Cleft Sentence): §2.7.3.5; 38 80 ; see also under Cleft Sentence 

Greek-origin loan adjectives in Coptic: 130, 135 

Greek-origin loan modifiers in Coptic: §§1.3.11.1 ff., 1.3.11.6 

Greek-origin loan prepositions in Coptic: §1.3.11.5 

Greek-origin particles in Coptic: §6.0.3; 165 50 , 166 54 , 167 5fl 


Halliday, M. A. K.: 69f., 106 2 
Hyperdetermination: 143 913 
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Identity, analytic: 6f. 

—, and homonymy: §0.2.1.3 with 6 19 , §2.0.1.2, §3.1.2.0.1 
Idiolect: §0.2.4 

Immediate-constituents (“IC”) analysis: 

—, of adnominal modification syntagms: 19, 20 29 
—, of adverbal modification syntagms: 24f. 

—, of compound verb + object: 25 
—, of conjunctive: 19If. 

—, of prepositional phrases: 17 13 
Imperative, followed by conjunctive: §7.2.1.1.1 
—, post-imperatival paradigm: §7.2.1.1.5 
—, post-imperatival occurrence: 172, 173, 176, 192ff. 

“Inalienable” (inherent) possession: 37, 151, 157, 180; Addenda ad §1.2.1.1 

Indeterminables as object: §3.1.1.2.1 

Infinitive (verb lexeme), extraconjugational, object of: 122 

—, morphophonemic alternation mechanism of: §§3.0.2.1, 3.1.2.2 

Information unit, organization, structure of: 69fT. 

Interrogative clause, in direct-object status: 99 146 
Interrogative focus: Ch. 2 passim (esp. §2.6.3-4); 8 34 , 72, 99 
Interrogative modifier and Basic Tense, a delimitation: 96 
Interrogative, post-interrogatival apodosis: 195f. 

Irrealis (remote-condition) protasis: §1.2.1.3.3 
Isolation of grammatical and lexical elements: §5.3; 157 11 
Iteration of modifiers: 36 

Iteration-marked noun syntagm in modifier status: §1.3.3 

Jernstedt, V.: Ill 17 ; see Stern-Jernstedt Rule 
Juncture contour: §3.1.1.2.3; 143, 163f. 

Juncture, close: §3.1.1.2.3 
—, and CD: 73ff. 

—, delimitations: §6.0.2.2; Addenda ad §6.0.2 
—, of lexemes and grammemes: Addenda ad §6.0.2.3 
—, links: §6.0.2.1; Addenda ad §6.0.2 
—, open: §6.0.2.2. See also under Cohesion 
Jussive: 193f., 216 

—, preceptive, precative, unmarked (6HNA-): §§2.1.3, 7.2.1.1.3 
—, rhetorical (MAP6H-): §7.2.1.1.2 
—, €(tm)TP€H“ : 77 81 

“ Koinzidenzfall ”: see Performative discourse 

Macrosyntax: Chs. 2, 5, 7 passim ; §0.2.5 
Metanalysis: 23 

Microcoordination: Ch. 7 passim 

“Middle Egyptian” dialect of Coptic: 18 16 , 68 32 , 87 114 , 90 121 
Models: §0.2.1.3 
—, Listener’s model: 7 
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Modifier-predicating patterns: §1.2.1.Iff. 

Modifiers, expanding determinators: §1.1.1.1 
—, focal: Ch. 2 passim ; §§2.2, 2.4 
—, in general: Ch. 1; §§0.3, 1.0.1.1-2 
—, nuclear, expandable modifiers: §1.1.2.4.1; 28ff. 

—, pronoun-containing: see Augens 
Morphology vs. syntax: 7f. 

Mutual exclusion: §3.1.1.2.1 

Negation: 

—, adjunctal: 102f. 

—, componential (local): lOOff., 102 159 
—, focal: 102 

—, of focalization patterns: §2.9.1.1 ff. 

—, and “emphasis”: 101 154 

—, encategorization, maintenance, syncategorization of: Ch. 7 passim ; 187ff. 
Neutralization: §§0.2.1.1, 3.1; 145f. etc. 

—, of adjective placement opposition: §4.2.1 

—, of attributive : adnexal expansion opposition: 6 14 , 19 24 , 131 12 

—, of mediate : immediate object-construction opposition: §3.1 

Nexus, syntagmatics of: §§2.0.2.4, 2.8 

“No sooner... than...”: 94 

Nominal actor, placement of: 159f. 

Nominal Sentence patterns: 22, 32ff, 96 133 , 143 9 , 146 24 , 150f., 167, 168, 175, 179f., 180f. 
—, with anaphoric pronominal predicate: 112 19 
—, placement of augens in: §§6.0.3.3-4, 6.1.2.2, 6.1.3.2 
—, modified: §§1.1.2.3, 1.3.1 ff. 

—, pro-/acc!amatory: 167f., 179 
—, prosodic properties of: 34f., 161 36 
—, with zero-determinated predicate: 38 81 , 130 7 , 143 14 
See also “ Wechselsatz ”. 

Nominal time-expression: 45, 212 81 
Nominalizations of the verb: §§5.2.2, 7.4 
—, followed by conjunctive: §7.2.5 
Non-attestation: §0.2.3 
Norm: §0.2.4 

Nota relationis : see under N- and see Steinthal, H. 

Noun in Coptic: §4.0.2; 11 53 
—, focalized: §2.3 
—, movable: 142 

—, predicative, contentualized-expanded by conjunctive: §7.3.2 
Noun syntagm: Ch. 5 and passim 
Nucleus, article as: I42f. 

Nucleus/satellite analysis: §5.3; 22f., 75, 81, 115 32 , 124, 126, 142f., 191f. 

Nucleus and satellite, semantic vs. syntactic: §4.1; 142 7 

Object vs. complement: see Adverbal expansion, rectional vs. complementational 
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Object, non-reflexive, marked by mmo*: §3.1.3.2.1 
Object-expansion: Ch. 3; 79, 82f., 146ff., 149f. 

—, mediate vs. immediate: Ch. 3, §3.0.2 

—, pronominal: §3.1.1.1 

Objective pronoun: §3.1.1.1.0.2 

Optative (€H€-), followed by conjunctive: §7.2.1.2 

Order, descriptive: see Descriptive order 

—, determinans/determinatum : §4.0.1 ff. 

—, structural: 8 31 

Paradigm: §0.2.1.2 and passim 

Particles: see Enclitics, Greek-origin particles 

Parts of speech: §§1.0.1.1, 4.0.1; 7, ll 53 , ll 55 

Passive in Coptic: §3.0.1.1 with 107 6 

Pattern: §0.2.1.2 

Pejorative attribute: §4.2.2.2.1 

Perfect, non-narrative (generic), parabolic: §7.2.4.1 

—, Second vs. relative: 68f. 

Performative discourse: 79 92 

Person, generic: 204 

—, unshifted in indirect speech: 78 85 

Personal encategorization/maintenance: Ch. 7 passim ; 189 

Personalization of infinitive: §7.2.5.1 

Phorics (ana-, cata-): Ch. 5 passim 

Polemicity: 72 

Polite cliches, with anteposed adjectives: 138 
Polotsky, H. J. (selection): §2.0.0.1; 17 9 , 155 
Posteventive (MNNCATP€M-): 26, 31, 205 
Precursive (NT€P€M-): 26, 31 
Preinclusion of extraposed noun: 148 
—, of focalization pattern: §2.7.1.4.2 
Premodifiers: §§1.1.2.0.1, 1.1.2.2, 1.3.1 ff. passim ; 88 
—, lexeme premodifiers: see Conjugation mediators 
Prepositions, compound vs. non-compound: 158 
—, “locative” syncretized with “ablative”: 43 96 
Present, non-actual generic: §§3.1.2.1.1, 7.2.4.1 
Preterite converter: 38, 66 26 , 67 
Primary : secondary functions: 8 
“Proforma” expansion: 132 13 
Pronominalization of a sentence: 148ff. 

Pronoun, independent, and the augens: §6.1.3.3 

Pronouns, personal, nuclear: §4.3 

Pronouns, prime nuclei: Ch. 4, 5 passim 

Proper names, nuclear: §4.3 

Prosodic hierarchy: §6.0.3.2 

Prosodic “rest”: 165, 178 

Prosody: §§6.0.1-3, 6.0.3.2 
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—, of augens: §6.1.0.2 ff. 

—, of modifiers: §1.3.1 ff. passim 
—, of Nominal Sentence patterns: 34f., 161 36 
Protasis: 100, 20Iff. 

Protatic “ fallsetzend” forms, followed by conjunctive: §§7.2.3.5, 7.2.4 
Protatic forms, followed by conjunctive: §7.2.4 
Pro-verbs, conjugation bases: §5.3; Addenda ad §5.3 
—, conjunctive “ base ” not one: 191f. 

Punctuation: 98 138 , 164 

Quantifiers: 143f. 

Questions, multiple: 90; see also Rhetorical questions 
Quotation, topicalization of (figure): §2.7.2.4 
Quotations in Shenoute: 4, 198 
—, topic and focalization-pattern selection: 88ff. 

—, TAP6H-: §7.2.1.1.5.1 

Rection: §4.2.2.1.4; 5, 24ff., 108, 144f. 

Relative conversion: 6 14 , 19, 68f. 

Relative, substantivized (determinated): §5.2.3.1; 83f., 1 14, 152 38 
—, as object: two distinct syntagms: §3.1.1.2.1 
—, of future tense, followed by conjunctive: §7.2.3.5 
—, of present tense, followed by conjunctive: §7.2.4.1 
“ Relief”: 65 14 , 72 

Resumption as junctural symptom: 94f., 162; see also Zero, resumption of 
Rheme: 69ff., see also Focus 

Rhetorical apodosis, eventual role of conjunctive in: §7.2.6.1 
Rhetorical dialogue: §0.2.5.2.1 

Rhetorical figures and schemes: 9 41 ; see also under Figures 
Rhetorical focalization/topicalization figures: §2.7.1-2 
Rhetorical narrative: 10 46 ; see also Perfect, non-narrative 

Rhetorical questions, Second Tenses and focalization patterns: §2.1.2; 76f., 89, 90, 94 
—, apodosis of (TAP64- and conjunctive): 196 
—, and particle placement: 171 
Rhetoricity: §0.2.5.2.1 

Rhythmic factors regulating object construction: §3.1.3.3.2; 121 
—, and placement of rear extraposition: 99 
Rosen, H.B.: 8, 160 22 

Second Tenses: Ch. 2; 8 34 , 10 46 , 183, 191 

—, autofocal: §2.1 

—, and Basic Tenses: §2.7.3.1; 65 16 

—, circumstantial conversion of: §2.0.1.1.2 

—, conjunctional uses of: 100 

—, constituents of Bipartite Pattern: 62ff. 

—, and converters: §2.0.1.1 

—, coordination + disjunction of, with Basic Tenses: §2.7.3.1 
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—, extensions in use of: 63 

—, following focus (in dialects other than Sahidic): 87 114 
— functional essence of: §2.10 
—, lemmatic: §2.1.4.2 
—, morphology of: §2.0.1.1.1 
—, parenthetic: §2.1.6 
—, predicated by fi€: 99 

—, quoting discredited claim or statement: §2.1.5.1 
—, signalling focality/thematicity: Ch. 2 passim ; §2.10; 7Iff. 

—, “ that ’’-form: §2.8.3 

Second-Tense construction, prosody and syntagmatics of: §2.8.1-2 
Segmentation: 71, 156 

Shenoutean corpus and sources: §0.1, Appendix 
Shenoutean style: §0.1.1-2; 216 
Staging: 65, 69f. 

Steinthal, H.: 18 15 , I8 17 

Stern, L., as structuralist: 13 60 

Stern-Jernstedt Rule: Ch. 3 passim , esp. §3.1.2.1 

Subakhmimic: 98 139 

Subcoordination: Ch. 7 passim ; 188f. 

Syncategorization: §7.1.2 and Ch. 7 passim 
Synchrony vs. diachrony: §0.2.4 
Syntagm, defined: 7 27 
System: 5 9 

“Tautological infinitive”: 32, 156 7 ; Addenda ad §6.0.1.1 

Texture, texteme: §0.2.5.2 

“That’’-form: §2.8.3, 7.4; Addenda ad §7.3.1.1 

Thematic progression and selection of focalization pattern: 90 

Thematic structure: 44, 79ff.; Addenda ad §§2.0.2.1, 2.0.2.4, 2.8, 4.2.2 

Thematicity, paradigm of: 71 

Thematization: §2.0.2.1 

Theme(-topic): 

—, complex (figure): §§2.7.1.3.3, 2.8.4 
—, negative: 102 157 , 103 161 
—, prominent (marked): §6.0.1.1; 41, 71 
Theme-focus seam: §2.8.2 
Theme/rheme, linear-axis conception of: 71 49 
Time expressions: §1.3.2; 85, 212 81 
Topic/focus: 69ff. 

Topic form, conditioning of: §2.6.4; see also Theme(-topic) 
Topicalization, lemmatizing: §2.7.2.1.4 
—, “ proforma 89f. 

—, relative in form: §2.7.2.1.3 
—, €«!*€“, €M«JAN-: §2.7.2.1.1-2 
Totality: §6.1.1; 144 
Transformation: 8 30 
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Transitive/intransitive verb lexemes in Coptic: 106 4 
Transitivity/intransitivity: §3.0.1.1 -2 
Tripartite Conjugation bases, pro-verbs: §5.3 
Tripartite Conjugation pattern, IC-analysis of: §5.3; 124, 191 f. 

“Unique morpheme”: §1.3.1.1 

Valency: §§3.0.1.1-2, 3.1.2.0.1; 24ff. 

“Vedette”: see Cleft Sentence, Focus 
Verb lexeme, marked as focal: 76ff. 

—, morphology of: §3.0.2.1 

Verbal predicate, durative/non-durative, homonymous: §3.1.2.1.1 
Verboid of possession: 113 

Verbs of incomplete predication, object construction of: §3.1.1.2.3 
“ Verstarker ”: see Augens 

“ Wechselsatz ”: §2.7.1.1; 33, 81, 161 36 

Word in Coptic: §6.0.2.3; 6, 7 25 , 9 

Word order: §§2.8.2, 6.0.1.3; 14 and passim 

Zero: 6 

—, anaphora: §3.1.1.1.0.1; 133 
—, cataphora: 151 

Zero article: Ch. 5 passim (esp. 142ff.) 

—, resumption of: Ch. 5 passim (esp. 146ff.); 109 
Zero determination: see Zero article 

—, incompatibility with N- in object construction: §3.1.1.2.1 
—, pronominal object anaphoric to: §3.1.1.1.0.1 
Zero-marked nouns in modifier status: §1.3.2 

Zero morpheme (2nd person sgl. feminine) in juncture contour: 162 37 
Zero subject of predicative modifier: §1.2.1.3.3; 151 
Zeroing, anaphoric: 112f. 




COPTIC MORPHS AND WORDS 


I. OF GREEK ORIGIN 


AAHewC: §1.3.11.1.2 

aaaa: §1.3.11.6 

AAAO: §7.3.3 

ANTI: §1.3.11.5 

(2AflAZ) 2AflAUIC: §1.3.11.1.7 

apa: 76 74 
apxaioc: 136 

TAP: see Greek particles, Enclitics 
r€NOiTO: §7.3.3 

b 

A€: see Greek particles, Enclitics 
AIKAIUIC: §1.3.11.1.7 

€IMHTI: §§1.3.11.6, 7.3.1.1 
€KM€POYC: §1.3.11.6 
(OYK)€Ti: §1.3.11.6 
EYTAXIA (euxa^ict): §1.3.11.6 


Monc: §1.3.11.6; 52, 70, 72”, 84, 208 
(OY) MONON: §1.3.11.2.1 

20M0IWC: §1.3.11.1.4 
20MUIC: §1.3.11.1.4 
-ON-marked modifiers: §1.3.11.2 
ONTUIC: §1.3.11.1.6 

-oc, -ON, concord in adjectives of Greek origin 
4.2.2.1 

20C0N, €N“, €4*>CON: §1.3.11.6 
20TAN: §1.3.11.6 

nAAIN ON: §1.3.11.3 
(OY) nANTUJC: §1.3.11.1.5 
nAPA: §1.3.11.5 
nAHN: §1.3.11.6 
noAAAKic : §1.3.11.6 
npoc: §1.3.11.5 


H (- H): §7.3.1.1 

KAKUIC: §1.3.11.1.3 
kaaujc: §1.3.11.1.3; 72 57 , 85 
KAN: §1.3.11.6, 7.3.1 
KATA: §1.3.11.5 

AomoN: §1.3.11.2.4 

MAAICTA: §1.3.11.2.5.1 

MAAAON : §1.3.11.2.5 

MEN: see Greek particles, Enclitics 

MH... AN: 101 56 


CXEAON : §1.3.11.2.3 

TAXA: §1.3.11.6 
TAXY: §1.3.11.4 
TOT£: §1.3.11.6 

♦ANEPON: §1.3.11.2.2 

XUIPIC: §1.3.11.5 

-tuc-marked modifiers: §1.3.11.1; 81 

2UIC: §1.3.11.5; 59, 80 
2UICTE: §§1.3.11.6, 7.3.1.1 
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II. OF NATIVE COPTIC ORIGIN 


AN, N- AN: §§2.9., 6.0.3.3; 63 7 , 69 
aphy: 211 
AT-: §3.4.2 

ayuj, and enclitics: 165 
—, coordinating modifiers: 35 
—, a modifier: §1.3.10 

AYUJ vs. zero, coordinating the conjunctive: 188f. 

€-, preposition in adnominal status: 21 
€AM-: 10 42 , 82, 86 
€B0A AN £€-: 78, 102 160 
€l€: 98 

€MAT€: §1.3.1.1 

€N€, converter vs. interrogative marker, juncturally 
distinct: 163 42 

€N€, interrogative marker: 66 26 
€N€2: §1.3.6; 23 
€n-marked modifiers: §1.3.7 
€fl- + infinitive: §1.3.7.6 
enTHPH: §1.3.7.2 
€ri2A€: §1.3.7.1 
€n€20Y0: §1.3.7.4 
enxiNAH: §1.3.7.3.1 
€PO-», predicative: 38 
€TP€H~ as “that’’-form: §7.4 
—, as topic: 91 
—, jussive: 205 63 
—, with conjunctive: §7.2.5.2 
€»*€-, topicalizing: §2.7.2.1.1 
(2UJC) €»£€-: 78f. 

€20YN €-: 19 22 

62PAI, “up/down”: 29f. 

€£N-, predicative: 38 

€IP€, with N“ + iterated noun as predicative com¬ 
plement: §1.3.3.2 

0 N-: §1.2.1.3.1 
P-, object of: §3.1.1.2.3 
P-/0 N“, allomorphs of “intransitive” P-: 106 4 
P-, + modifier: §1.2.1.3.2 
P-, with Second Tense: 80 
Pni(€-: see Conjugation mediators 
P20Y0/6-: see Conjugation mediators 
€IC + time expression: 85, Addenda ad §1.1.2.1 B 
€IC + (Nom. Sentence + modifier): 36 75 


K€-/<$€-: 143ff., 146ff.; see Determinators 
KOYI, €TlK€KOYI fl€: §7.3.1 
KOYI, «JHH: 134 

M€, 2N0YM6: §1.3.5.2 
MMHN€: §1.3.1.1 
MM1N MHO-: §6.1.4.2 
MM AT€: §1.3.1.1 
HMAY: §1.3.1.1 

MN-, preposition, in adnominal status: 21, 36 

—, coordinating modifiers: 36 

NMMA*, coordinating a second pronominal rectum 
of a prepositional phrase: 36 

MIN€: 137 28 , 143 9 

MNNCA-: §7.3.1 

MAYAA-: §6.1.4.1 

—, and MMAT€: §6.2; 43 

H64JAIC: §7.3.3 

HO€l2e €£NH0€I2€: 38, 143 9 

N“, conjugation “base” of conjunctive: §§7.1.1, 7.1.3 
N“, “nota relationis ”: §1.0.1-2; 6 19 , 131 12 and 
passim; Addenda ad §7.1.3.1 
—, adnominal: Ch. 4 passim (esp. §4.0.1 ff.); 
20f., 13 If. 

—, adverbal: Ch. 3 passim; 27, 29, 81 
N-modifiers: §§1.0.1.2, 1.3.1; 2, Ilf. 

N-/MMO-*, predicated in Bipartite Pattern: 36f. 

—, identity and homonymy issues: §3.1.2.0.1 
—, rection: Ch. 3 passim (esp. §§3.0.1.1, 3.1.2) 

—, “ belongs ” to the verb, not the governed 
noun: 17 13 , 107 5 
NA*, preposition: §6.1.5 
—, predicated: 37f. 

-NA-, future characteristic, bracketing: 161 33 
N€-, converter: see Preterite converter 
NAM€: §1.3.5.1 

NIM, determinator: 143f., 144 16 , 146ff. 

—, 0—...NIM, as object: §3.1.1.2.1 
nim €N€2, “whoever”: §1.3.6.1; 83 
NANOY-: 150 
NNA2PN-: 35 

NTA-/TA-, conjunctive, 1st person sgl.: §7.0.2 
NTAH-/6NTAH-, Second/relative perfect: 68f. 

—, circumstantial + Second Perfect: 67 
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(nto*»}, augens vs. independent pronoun: §6.1.3.3 

ntom, invariable: §6.1.3.4; 146 24 

N20Y0: §1.3.1.3 

nxinxh: §1.3.7.3.2 

H6\-: §§2.8.2, 6.0.1.2; 99 144 

{n€}, pronoun, concord of: 150f. 

—, double simultaneous occurrence of: §6.0.3.3 

ne, “backgrounding” signal, macrosyntactic focus¬ 
sing signal: 38 

—, with preterite converter: 10 43 , 65 13 
{m-}, “ affective ” determinator: 137f. 
nNOYT€, proper name: 139 
n€XA**, colon-boundary signal: §6.0.3.1.1 
—, delimitation signal: §6.0.2.2 

PUl: see Enclitics 

PUJM€, indefinite pronoun: 114 28 

i 

T€POMn€: §1.3.2 

P€M-: §3.4.1 

POY2€, 2IPOY2€: 23, 45 

CNAY: 134 

con, in modifier status: §1.3.2 
, 2iOYCon: §1.3.8 
C2AI: §3.1.1.1.0.2 

T6NOY: §1.3.4; 35 
TWN€, tujnoy: §1.3.9 
tnnooy: §3.1.1.0.2 

TAP6H-: §7.2.1.1.5.1; 4, 187; Addenda ad §7.2.1.1.5.1 

TUJ €TUJ: 3, 43 96 

THP-: §6.1.1 

TUJN: 76, 81, 97 

—, 6BOA TUIN: §2.6.3.2; 84 

TP€H: §1.3.11.5; 125 59 , 161 33 , 204f. 

—, negated by TM- in Tripartite Pattern: 125 59 

OY, X€OY, “(saying) what?”: 83 
—, €TB€OY : §2.6.3 
OYAA-: §6.1.4.3 

OYUJ, durativity neutralized in OYUJ €H~: 118f. 

—, AMOYUJ €H“, marked perfect: 119 43 
OYOCI N-: 37 

OYN-/MN-, in Bipartite: §1.2.1.1 
—, bracketing: 161 33 

OYNTA*», continued by conjunctive: §7.2.4.1 
—, object of: 123 


—, pronominal object of: §3.1.1.0.2 
OYHP, NOYHP, following Basic Tenses: 97 
OYUJty, object construction of: §3.1.1.2.2 

“Kune, «ant€Oy yuine: §2.5.0.2; 4 
—, C-yume, with conjunctive or €TP€H-: 148f., 200 
-ypn(N)-: see Conjugation mediators 

2A€: 133 
2€ 

—, NAy N2€: §2.6.3; with Basic Tense: 97; -0 
NA9 N2€: 89 119 

—, in various syntagms preceding enclitics: 

§§1.3.4.2, 6.1.2.2, 6.1.3.2 
—, ~0€ N-: 39, 47, 67 

—, NT€I2€: §1.3.1.2; 8 34 , 39, 67; predicated by 
ri€: §1.2.1.2 

21-: adnominal, coordinating: 21, 143 9 

2UJUJ**: §6.1.2 

2AMOI: §7.3.3 
2N-: 32 

2N-, “into”: 30 

2UiN, “enjoin”, pronominal object of: §3.1.3.1 
2API2APO-: §6.1.5 
2TOOYC: 45 

-20YC-, nuclear: I26 63 
2A(2)TN”, adnominal: 21 

2 UJUJH, invariable: §6.1.2.3; 146 24 ; see also Enclitics 

X€-inclusion, adnominal: §1.1.1; 148 
—, ad verbal: 149f. 

—, and selection of focalization pattern: 89f. 

—, with Basic Tense as prefocal theme: 97 
*€-, “as if”: 78 84 
X6-/6TP6H-, as topic: 91 

xuj: 83, 115 31 , 149 31 

—, €i^ANXOOC, topicalization: §2.7.2.1.2.1 
—, eixui miiai X€-: “by which 1 mean to say, 
that... ”: §2.0.1.1.2 
—, €KX€OY, €KXUI MMOC X€OY: 83f. 

—, €XOOC X€-topicalization: 95 130 
X6KAAC: §6.1.2.2; 149 31 , 162, 163, 207 
—, resumed by conjunctive: 207 
XOOY, pronominal object of: §3.1.1.1.0.2 

-<*€-: 216 

6€ u <>€ 2 : see Enclitics 

6IN€, focalization pattern as direct object of: 99 
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82 

28.6 

49 

45.27 

133 

28.25f. 

161 

45.28 

171 

29.10 

165, 174 

47.3f. 

55 

29.26 

193 

47.4f. 

177 

29.27f. 

79 

47.14 

107 6 

29.28 

46 

47.15 

138 

31.3ff. 

204 

47.19 

39 

31.6f. 

165 

47.21f. 

116 

31.9 

197 

47.24f. 

56 

31.22f. 

67 

48.6ff. 

165 

31.27 

165 

48.24f. 

39, 44 

32. If. 

166 

48.28ff. 

106 4 

32.4f. 

138 

49.2 

135 

32.10f. 

95 

50.3f. 

135 

33.4 

125 

50.4ff. 

43, 101 

33.9f. 

79 

51.2f. 

57 

33.26f. 

200 

51.20 

175 

34.15f. 

135 

52.7 

175 

34.17 

21, 134 

52.18ff. 

39 

34.28f. 

112 

54.13 

96 

35.2 

53 

54.19 

58 

35.2ff. 

162 

55.15f. 

33 

35.6 

181 

56.1 

121 

35.20 

102, 179 

56.10 

175 


56.14 

183 86 

77.19 

35, 56 

56.17f. 

86 

78.6 

135 

57.2f. 

125 

80.17 

53 

57.7 

135 

81.12 

165 

58.29 

23 

82.18f. 

212 80 

58f. 

58 

82.28 

138 

59.8 

22 

82f. 

198 

59.22f. 

34 

83.7f. 

50 

60.4f. 

157, 177 

84.14ff. 

195 

61.If. 

137 

84.20ff. 

195 

61f. 

173 

85.13f. 

95 

62.22 

135 

86.4 

156 

62.25f. 

166 

86.16 

55 

63.9ff. 

51, 193 

86.20 

57 

63.20f. 

193 

87.2 

147 

63.21ff. 

173 

87.10 

57 

64.6f. 

127 

87.12f. 

74 

65.3f. 

199 

87.19 

138 

65.24ff. 

201 

87.22ff. 

162 

65 f. 

204 

88.11.14f. 

176 

66.2f. 

165 

88.Ilf. 

178 

66.12f. 

54 

88.17f. 

116 

66.21 f. 

117 

88.18 

165 

67.5ff. 

204 

88.25ff. 

199 

68.2f. 

163 

88.27 

158 

68.11 

34 

88.28 

138 

68.14ff. 

152 41 

89.6 

34 

68.18f. 

56 

90.2 

20, 22 

69.13f. 

87 

90.5f. 

161 36 

69.14f. 

161 

90.18 

135 

69.18f. 

86 

91.4ff. 

193 

70f. 

135 

91.15f. 

78 85 

70.17f. 

48 

92.6f. 

148 

71.14f. 

58 

92.10 

137 28 

71.17f. 

48 

92.21 

78 

71.18f. 

79 

93.10 

147 

72.2f. 

94 

93.18 

167 

72.21 

98 

93.18f. 

165 

72.24f. 

81 

94.3f. 

57 

73.5f. 

189 21 

95.15 

132 13 

73.8f. 

100 

95.20ff. 

67 

74.3f. 

199 

95.23f. 

34 

74.4ff. 

82 

96.2 

57 

74.11 

119 46 

96.3 

127 

74.14 

34 

96.11 

117 

74.14f. 

206 

96.21 

21 

74.16 

22 

96.24f. 

165 

75.10 

32 

96.25 

79 

75.12 

176 

97. If. 

165, 167 

75.13f. 

96 

97.2 

174 

75.16 

55 

97.14 

137 

76.6f. 

147 

97.19 

179 

76.8 

44 

98.3f. 

99 

76.12f. 

125 

98.4f. 

180 

76.15f. 

178 

98.1 Iff. 

44 

76.19f. 

74 

98.12 

25 

76.22 

135 

98.14 

99 

77.4 

48, 74 

99.1 
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99.14 

54 

101.Ilf. 

165 

101.14ff. 

198 

102.12f. 

98 

102.19f. 

98 

103.7 

175 

103.7f. 

135 

103.18f. 

46 

103.20 

50 

104.1 

114 

104.4f. 

45 

104.13 

117 

104.15 

121 

104.19f. 

204 

104.23ff. 

163 4 ' 

105.6 

166 

105.24f. 

167 

106.2 

46 

106.1 If. 

138 

106.18f. 

25, 117 

106.29 

25 

107.1 

30 

107.2f. 

122 

107.6 

40, 53, 151 

107.8f. 

210 

107.12 

25 

107.17ff. 

23 

107.23f. 

34 

107f. 

161 33 

108.9 

79 

108.12f. 

207 

108.13f. 

49 

108.28 

127 

109.2f. 

114 

109.4f. 

165 

109.16 

179 

109.19ff. 

176 

109f. 

44 

110.2f. 

197 

110.6f. 

165 

110.8f. 

41, 46 

110.17 

46 

110.18 

58 

111.2 

30 

11 If. 

202 

112. lOf. 

25 

112.16ff. 

211 

113.Iff. 

122 

113.5f. 

122 50 

113.9f. 

122 

113.11 

114 

113.13f. 

79 90 , 165 

113.19f. 

44 

114.9f. 

117 

114.12 

34 

114f. 

56 

115.2f. 

56 

115.8f. 

96 


115.26ff. 

53 

115.28 

44 

116.6f. 

99 

116.16f. 

35 

116.17 

23 

116.23f. 

103 

116.25ff. 

25 

117.5f. 

23, 181 

117.6.11 

182 

117.6f. 

182 

117.8 

211 

117.17 

51 

117.27f. 

78 

117.28f. 

99 

118.5f. 

33 68 

118.Ilf. 

172 

118.15f. 

163 

118.20 

151 

118.25f. 

204 

119.7ff. 

197 

119.28 

153 

120.7f. 

100 

120.9 

99 

120.24f. 

49 

120.27ff. 

49 

121.8ff. 

201 

121.21f. 

114 

121.23f. 

134 

122.20 

94 

123.If 

74 

123.2 

78, 78 85 

123.8 

50 

123.13f. 

132“, 139 

123.27 

198 

123.27f. 

138 

124.12 

50 

124.17f. 

78 85 

124f. 

198 

125.7f. 

51-2 

125.14ff. 

201 

125.18ff. 

198 

126. Iff. 

22, 122 

126.5f. 

22 

126.16 

46 

126.20f. 

152 38 

126.23f. 

35 

127.15 

180 

128.18 

112 

128.20f. 

138 

130.3f. 

35 

130.6 

24 

130.7f. 

26, 162 

131.5f. 

196-7 

131.10 

101 

131.14f. 

102 

131.15f. 

48, 166, 168 

131.20 

205 

132.3f. 

50 


132.17 

112 

133.20 

50, 78 85 

134.3f. 

205 

134.2 

123 

134.5f. 

107 6 

135.lOf. 

132 13 

135.28f. 

174 

136.4f. 

116 

136.28f. 

174 

137.14 

48 

137.19f. 

200 

137.23 

45 

137.25 

177 

138.Ilf. 

209-210 

138.26ff. 

163 

139.lOf. 

56 

139.18f. 

201 

139.21 

172 

139.25ff. 

202 

140.8 

97 

140.17 

100 

140.30f. 

48 

141.20 

44 

141.31 f. 

157 

142.5f. 

135 

142.16ff. 

67 

142.18f. 

166 

142.28f. 

22 

143.7f. 

198 

143.23f. 

203 

144.1 

139 

144.14f. 

171 

144.16 

139 

144.26 

47 

144.28f. 

173 

145.1 

116 

145.3 

116 

145.10 

176 

146.20ff. 

104 

146.23 

48 

146.24f. 

182 

147.14 

45 

147.16 

138 

148.4f. 

44 

I48.25ff. 

196, 206 

149.16ff. 

196 48 

149.19 

193 

150.1 

121 

150.7 

113 

150.14f. 

201 

150.18ff. 

204 

150.21 

114 

150.29 

78 

151.24 

114 

153.lOf. 

49 

154.11 

99 

154.15 

135 

154.27ff. 

199 


155.3ff. 

209 

156.16 

176 

156f. 

210 

157.If. 

202 

157.2 

178 

157.1 Iff. 

21, 130 s , 194 

158.7f. 

22, 198 

158.28ff. 

197 

159.12 

179 

160.22f. 

157 

161.13 

175 

162.7f. 

157 

162.9 

173 

163.19f. 

175 

163.22ff. 

121 

165.13 

152 40 

165.17 

112 

165.19 

166, 178 

165.44f. 

„ 172 

166.22f. 

24, 117, 131 12 

168.5 

172 

168.5ff. 

22 

168.26 

103 

169.12ff. 

103, 205 

169.14f. 

103 

169.20f. 

208 

169.23f. 

99 

170.9 

47 

170.19f. 

99 

170.22f. 

181 

171.9f. 

49 

171.20f. 

117 

172.lOf. 

134 

172.18 

19 22 

172.21 

180 

173.10 

138 

173.18f. 

161 

173.26 

48 

174.28f. 

208 

174.15 

166 

174.28 

166 

174f. 

178 

176.3 

197 

176.5f. 

179 

176.20f. 

163 

177.5 

181, 183 

178.21 

123 

179.1 If 

196 

179.13f. 

168 

180.16 

123 

181.3 

165 51 

181.10 

192 

181.15ff. 

208 

181.18ff. 

134, 206 63 

181.19f. 

44 

182.1 

55 

182.20ff. 

204 

183.3 

97 
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183.28 

151 

205.28 

121, 122 

220.21 

54 

15.8f. 

147 

184.2 

151 

206.4ff. 

86 

220.23 

53 

16.18f. 

98, 178 

184.8 

172 

206.10 

121 

221.4f. 

41, 44 

17.9f. 

148 

184.15 

181 

206.7 

47 

221.9 

21 

17.Ilf. 

49 

184.21 f. 

36 

206.13 

81 

221.1 Iff. 

44 

18.2 

96 

185.3 

166 

206.21 

152 40 

221.18 

44 

18.16f. 

197 

185.6f. 

177 

207.8ff. 

87 

222.3 

53 

18.18f. 

45 

185.10 

136 

207.14ff. 

90 

222.4 

35, 40, 44 

19.14f. 

125 

185.17f. 

25 

208.5 

78, 176 

224.4f. 

53, 209 

19.19 

57 

185.24ff. 

103 

208.8 

130 7 

222.8 

33 

19.19f. 

46 

187.8 

25, 113 

208.12 

136 

222.12 

44, 121 

20.10 

33, 47 

187.lOf. 

181 

208.17 

56 

223.16 

48 

20.20f. 

171 

187.12 

175 

208.17f. 

25 

224.9f. 

181 

21.3f. 

197 

188.20f. 

199 

209. If. 

183 

224.17f. 

181 

21.5 

48 

189.23 

135 

209.13ff. 

98 

224.20f. 

152 4 ' 

21.10 

189 21 

189.27f. 

122 

209.14f. 

180 

224.21 f. 

67 

21.16 

34 

189.30 

135 

210.9 

182 



21.16f. 

32 

190.14f. 

134 

210.7f. 

95 



22.1 

36 7S 

190.18 

33 

210.13 

77 

L IV 


22.18ff. 

56 

191.22 

48 

210.15f. 

192 



22.21 

119 46 

191.25ff. 

81, 97 

210.18 

22 

1.2f. 

181 

23.1 Off. 

209 

192.1 

182 

210.18f. 

182 

1.14 

192-3 

23.20f. 

127 

192.4f. 

94 

210.19f. 

192 

1.23f. 

47 

23.22 

130 7 

192.14f. 

96 

210.21f. 

84 

2.3 

25 

24.2 

116 

192.19f. 

178 

211.2f. 

204 

2.20ff. 

54 

24.2f. 

51 

193.3f. 

193 

211.8f. 

162 

3.4 

44 

24.6f. 

35,43,81, 95, 102 

193.6f. 

172 

211.1 Of. 

41 

3.17f. 

114, 201 

24.13f. 

30, 197 

193.11 

96 

211.11 

36 

3.18f. 

198 

24.16 

30 

193.22 

180 

212.3f. 

103 

3.26 

49 

24.19f. 

197 

194.19f. 

47 

212.7ff. 

79 

4.2f. 

96 

24.20 

119 46 

194.22 

22 

212.8f. 

44 

4.5 

53 

25.2f. 

53 

195.2ff. 

147 

212.14f. 

180 

4.9f. 

55 

25.25f. 

197 

196.5f. 

122 

212.22 

58 

4f. 

200 

26.2 

20 31 

196.16 

54 

213.9f. 

138 

5.5f. 

22 

26.13 

163 

196f. 

121 

213.14 

182 

5.8 

44 

26.15 

138 

197.6f. 

156 

213.16f. 

182 

5.21 ff. 

193 

28.5f. 

107 6 

198.14ff. 

200 

213.19 

54 

5.26ff. 

157 

28.16ff. 

162 38 

199.5f. 

163 

214.lOf. 

54 

6.18f. 

182 

28.22 

22 

199.27f. 

88 

214.18 

20 31 

6.23f. 

54 

29.26 

34, 152 41 

199.28 

117 

215.2f. 

55 

7.11 

114 

29.26f. 

22 

200.22 

166 

215.10 

173 

7.Ilf. 

55 

31.3ff. 

202 

200.22f. 

51 

215.18 

119 46 

8.4 

53 

31.4 

22 

200f. 

102 

215.23f. 

78 

8.6 

107 6 

31.12 

107 6 

201.16 

148 

215.24f. 

172 

8.12 

50 

32.2f. 

48 

202.4 

204 

216.17 

165 

9.18f. 

202 

32.8 

18 19 

202.18f. 

175 

216.18f. 

H 9 45 

9.20f. 

44 

32.14f. 

189 23 

203.8 

33 

217.2f. 

48 

9.22f. 

55 

32.19ff. 

200 

203.15f. 

47, 67 ' 

217.11 

172 

10.2f. 

211 

34.7f. 

139 

204.5f. 

24 

217.23 

20, 22 

10.4ff. 

54 

34.9f. 

163 

204.6f. 

46 

218.1 

100 

11.9f. 

95 

35.18 

97 

204.8 

22 

218.5ff. 

77 

11.15f. 

162 38 

35.16f. 

99 

204.10 

179 

218.14 

22 

12.10f. 

178 

35.27f. 

22, 189 23 

204.12ff. 

203 

219.3f. 

100, 161 

12.14 

76 

36.2 

47 

205.4f. 

114 

219.4 

47 

13.9 

178 

36.21 f. 

158 

205.16f. 

123 

219.8ff. 

198 

14.4f. 

100 

37f. 

193 

205.17f. 

147 

219.lOf. 

121 

14.10f. 

87 

38.15 

23 

205.22f. 

47 

220.2ff. 

201 

14.21 f. 

172 

38.17f. 

177 

205.23 f. 

143 9 

220.20 

41 

15.5 

178 

38.22ff. 

67 
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38.29 

197 

39.4ff. 

193 

40.19f. 

196 

40.21f. 

122 

41.9f. 

11, 135, 193 

41.16f. 

107 6 

42. Iff. 

57 

42.2 

122 

42.3ff. 

199 

42.4f. 

179 

42.12f. 

127 

43.5 

127 

43.23 

194 

43.28 

114 

44.2 

122 

44.5 

121 

44.24 

53 

45.4 

53 

45.22f. 

58, 208 

45.24f. 

157 

46.18 

39 

47.22ff. 

126 

49.12 

127 

50.9f. 

96 

50.20 

174 

51.6f. 

34 

51.16f. 

82 

51.17 

74 

52.16 

207 

52.21 f. 

180 

52.27 

168 

53.4 

22 

53.23 

207 

54.3 

123 

54.6ff. 

55 

54.16 

24 

54.23f. 

55 

54.29 

45 

55.20f. 

30 

56.6f. 

204 

56.23ff. 

102 

57.22f. 

172 

58.19f. 

45 

58.26 

114 

59.10 

121 

59.13 

50 

60.2ff. 

207 

60.15 

210 

60.19f. 

41 

60.21 

45 

60.27f. 

173 

60.28 

46 

61.7 

161 33 

61.27f. 

77, 134 

61.29 

74 

61 f. 

194 

62.15f. 

194 

62.24 

194 


64.6 

30 

64.15ff. 

95, 148 

64.26f. 

79 

65.6ff. 

204 

66.16ff. 

198 

66.17 

192 

66.21f. 

117 

66.24f. 

194 

67.2f. 

80 

67.6 

114 

67.7f. 

113 

67.21 f. 

208 

67.24 

22 

67f. 

180 

68.1 Off. 

206 63 

68.17f. 

157 

69.13 

201 

69.15f. 

22 

69.19f. 

52 

70.17ff. 

197 

70.23 

50 

71.4f. 

172 

72.15 

50 

72f. 

77 

73.8f. 

148 

73.1 Off. 

194 

73.11 

21 

73.14f. 

133 

73.19f. 

46 

74.6f. 

45 

74.13 

22 

74.25 

200 

75.20ff. 

51 

76.15 

133 

76.20ff. 

100 

77.2 

44 

78.7f. 

35 

78.8 

57 

79.14 

24, 117 

79f. 

121 

80. If. 

163 

80.2 

74 

80.2f. 

40 

80.9 

125 

80.18 

114 

80.23 

48 

81.5 

23, 53 

81.25f. 

210 

82.1 

138 

82. If. 

44" 

82.11 

112, 197 

82.28 

24, 117 

83.3 

112 

83.14f. 

194 

83.22f. 

208 

84.2 

136 

84.8 

46, 180 

84.10 

23 


84.14 

44 

84.15 

117 

84.15ff. 

162 

84.21 

127 

85.6 

148 

85.6f. 

161 33 

85.22 

114 

85f. 

211 

86.3 

126 

86.8 

173 

86.8f. 

176 

87.8f. 

53 

88.1 

144 

88. Iff. 

194 

89. If. 

121 

89.2f. 

51 

89.14 

150 

90.18 

175 

91.11 

36 75 

91.14f. 

182 

91.22 

179 

92.2 

23, 45 

92.20 

42 

92.22f. 

33 

93.If. 

194 

93.6 

52 

94.3 

103 

94.3ff. 

83 

94.15f. 

50 

94.23 

40 

95.10 

53 

95.1 Of. 

161 

95.17 

22 

96.4f. 

211 

96.7 

79" 

96.12f. 

11 

96.13 

81 

96.24 

117 

96.25 

199 

97.1 If. 

198 

97.22f. 

198 

98.14f. 

202 

98.25f. 

47 

98.26 

47 

99.16 

134 

99.20f. 

52 

99.21f. 

57 

100.2ff. 

206, 208 

101.8 

201 

101.15ff. 

199 

101.17 

116 36 

102.16 

32 

103.1 

178 

103.5f. 

194 

103.6f. 

46 

103.14 

134 

103.15f. 

179 

104.1 

182 


104.4f. 

45 

104.7f. 

44 

104.9 

168 

105.5 

94 

105.22 

173 

105.29 

175 

106.5f. 

201 

106.12 

25 

107.5f. 

67 

107.7f. 

180 

107.19 

152 

107.29 

53 

108.3 

133, 134 

108.5f. 

51 

108.17f. 

163 

108.21 

173 

109.8 

40 

109.9f. 

55 

110.9f. 

46 

110.19 

, 55 
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208 

111.14 

47 

112.7 

23 

112.17f. 

46 

112.19 

176 

112.20 

152 

112.24 

23 

113.5f. 

199 

113.19 

122 
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211 

114.18f. 

193 40 

115.15 

49 

116.4f. 

196 

116.8f. 

179 

116.12f. 

102 

116.22 

180 

117.4f. 

181 

117.23 

87 

117.24 

138 

119.20f. 

176 

120.3f. 

203 

120.4 
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120.12f. 

36 

121.22f. 

211 

122.5ff. 

204 

122.15f. 

203 

122.24 

22 

124.7f. 

52 

126.6f. 

134 

127.25f. 

138 

127.29 

138 

128.3 

132 13 

128.6f. 

211 

128.Ilf. 

26 

128.27 

114 

129.11 

48 

146.16 

180 

146.20f. 

40® 8 


260 




L IV 


Index Locorum 


Rossi 


150.4 

168 

152.2 

21 

153.13f. 

180 

153.16 

132 13 

153.22 

43 

153.23f. 

172 

154.22 

147 

155.If. 

165 

155.8 

50 

155.1 Iff. 

197 

155.14ff. 

201 

155.22 

57 

156.3 

30 

156.7 

135 

156.9ff. 

203 

156.19 

134 

156.19f. 

200 

156.26 

40 

156.26f. 

88 

157.2f. 

53 

157.12 

127 

157.15f. 

200 

157.21 ff. 

79, 178 

159.8 

48 

159.Ilf. 

38, 40 

159.13 

20, 22, 23 

160.2f. 

194 

160.17f 

50, 56 

161.2f. 

36 

161.19 

179 

161.21f. 

194 

162.2ff. 

84, 198 

162.5 

23 

163.22ff. 

121 

164.7f. 

211 

164.9f. 

165 

165.10 

180 

166.3f. 

151 

167.18f. 

182 

171.If. 

199 

171.3f. 

196 

172.10 

46 

172.16 

135 

173.1 

117 

173.4 

55 

175.2f. 

136 

175.lOf. 

25 

175.Ilf. 

171 

176.3 

11 

178.12 

57 

180.3 

161 33 

180.12 

166 

181.11 

78 

181.11 ff. 

96 135 

181.13 

112 

183.7 

47, 98, 166 

184.2 

163 42 

184.5f. 

102 


184.7 

165 

184.8 

179 

187.9ff. 

204 

189.3 

176 

191.7f. 

51 

193.9 

51 

194. If. 

126 

195.2 

178 

195.4 

183“ 

195.6ff. 

206 

195.8f. 

54 

195.14 

20 31 

195.14f. 

202 

197.9 

47 

198.20 

24 45 

199.2 

46 

199.7f. 

80 

199.15f. 

107 6 

200.20 

78 

204.21 ff. 

200 53 

205.1Of. 

166 

1 205.18f. 

175 

206.12f. 

22 

206.18 

53 

206.22 

47, 122 

206.27ff. 

157 

207.4f. 

171 

207.6f. 

176 

207.26 

194 

207.28ff. 

197 

208.1Of. 

133 

Leyd. 

301 

25 

302 

36 

311 

165 

328 

121, 210 

345 

134 

347 

32 

348 

32 

355 

203 

365 

95 

390 

86 

410 

84, 94 

Ming. 

84 

208 

89 

204 

92 

151 

288 

74, 100 

318 

67, 90 


Miss. 

231 

133 

234 

208 

278 

86 

279 

76, 101 

279f. 

46 

280 

37 

281 

33, 132' 4 

282 

45 

283 30, 

81, 94, 133, 158 

284 

125, 179 

Mun. 

92 

138 

95 

138 

96 

81, 87, 93 

98 

103 

102 

83, 132 13 

103 

168 

104 

131 12 

142 

96 

160 

46 

163 

179 

177 

H4 j 6 


Or. 


153.8f. 

147 

153.27ff. 

161 

153-155 passim 

174 

156.7ff 

89 

156.12ff. 

107 6 

159.34ff. 38 81 , 

130 7 

159.51 f. 

147 

159.52f. 

125 

159f. 48 114 , 

112 19 

160.3f. 

86 

160.4f. 

147 

160.27f. 

158 

160.34ff. 

*49 

160.43 f. 

125 

160.47ff. 

147 

160.50ff. 

147 

161.37ff. 

79 

163.19ff. 

87 

166.42ff. 

136 


Quot. 


(2) 

182 


RE 10 


159a 13ff. 

78 86 , 96 135 

159b 7 

173 

159b 30ff. 

78 

160a 16ff. 

174 

160a 27ff. 

160 

160a 32f. 

193 

160a 37 

94 

160b 17f. 

208 

161a 27ff. 

172 

161a 30 

180 

161a 31 ff. 

57 

162a If. 

171 

162a 2f. 

121 

162a 5 

49 

162a 8f. 

181 

162a 10 

138 

162a 13ff. 

52 

162b 14f. 

181 

162b 16 

48, 53 

162b 23f. 

97 

163a 15f. 

94 

163a 17f. 

158 

163a 33 

143 

163a 36f. 

179 

163a 38 

171 

164a 2f. 

175 

164a 4 

53 

164a 27f. 

179 

164b 3If. 

179 

164b 33 

179 

164b 35f. 

181 


RE 11 


15a 7ff. 

208 

15b 1 

175 

16a 17 

33, 48 

16a 27 f. 

60 

16a 39ff. 

94 

16b 9f. 

131 12 , 180 

16b 17f. 

180 

16b 20 

152 

17a 2 

166 

17a 12f. 

161 

18a 4f. 

180 

18a 1 Iff. 

192, 193 

18a 24f. 

168, 175 


Rossi 2/3 


12 

133, 148 

13 

114 29 

27 

125, 178 

34 

125 



Rossi 


Index Locorum 


1613 3 p. 320 
1613 6 ro 




58 

00 

75 

00 

m 

fO 

r* 

m 

76 

86 , 89 

77 
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Ryl. Cat. see: Unpublished 

MSS - 
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Teza 

683 

137 

684 

22, 96, 139 33 


Wessely: 


Wess. 9 

86 a 16ff. 

82 

86 b 21 ff. 

86 

87a 31 ff. 

161 

88 b llff. 

202 

90b 13ff. 

150 

91a 26ff. 

76 

91b 6 ff. 

44" 

94b lOff. 

203 

96b 16ff. 

198 

98b llff. 

96 

105b 16ff. 

132 13 

105b 24ff. 

132 13 

106a 7ff. 

86 , 104 

108b 23ff. 

95 

110a 5ff. 

131 12 

110a 9f. 

81, 94 

110 a Ilf. 

79 

110a 14ff. 

39 

110 b 18ff. 

95 

111a 29ff. 

122 

11 If. 

95 

112a 4f. 

36 

112b 27 f. 

22 

113a 27f. 

180 

115b 5ff. 

172 

115b 8 ff. 

174 

117a 5f. 

81, 94 

117a lOff. 

32, 33 

117a 15ff. 

211 

117a 23ff. 

97 

117a 24ff. 

51 

118a 23ff. 

116 

118a 24ff. 

40 

118b llff. 

205 

119a 21 ff. 

125 

119a 27ff. 

107 6 

120b 3ff. 

49 

121 b 16ff. 

47 

122 d llff. 

201 


124a 12ff. 

211 

125b 3ff. 

208 

125b 18ff. 

180 

127b 8 ff. 

97 

128a 29ff. 

99 

129a 6 f. 

171 

129b 30f. 

22 

131a 2ff. 

84, 91 

131a 9f. 

22 

131b 2ff. 

133 

132a 4f. 

147 

132a 28f. 

22 

133b lOff. 

94 

138b 3ff. 

208 

138b 18ff. 

102 

138c 19f. 

45 

138c-d 

22 

139a 20f 

117 

139a 24ff. 

206 

139d 12f. 

182 

139d 26f. 

182 

140a 13ff. 

58 

140c 9ff. 

50-1 

141a 17 

160 

141b 24 f. 

152 40 

141d 6 f. 

147 

142a Iff. 

209 

142d 7ff. 

126 64 

143d 15ff. 

107 6 

144c 4f. 

33 

144c 24ff. 

84, 103, 183 

144d 8 ff. 

208 

145a Ilf. 

126 

145b 2ff. 

180 

145d 17ff. 

180 

146a Iff. 

36 

146a lOff. 

36 

146c 6 ff. 

65 

147b lOff. 

39 

147c Iff. 

49 

147c 22ff. 

86 

147d 28f. 

33, 176 

148a If. 

22 

148a 16ff. 

97 

148b 16ff. 

95, 148 

148b-c 

126 

149b 

41 

149d 20f. 

132 13 

150a 14ff. 

22 

150d 22 f. 

22 

151c Iff. 

174 

152c 17ff. 

84 

153c 2f. 

9^146 

154d 4f. 

125 

155b 3ff. 

22 

156a 4ff. 

181 

156a 18ff. 

175 

156c 7ff. 

48 


158a 30ff. 

81, 93, 104 

158b 24ff. 

212 

160c 24ff. 

180 

161a 27f. 

143 

161b lOf. 

179 

161c llff. 

157 

161d lOff. 

163 

162c 15ff. 

174 

163a 33 

143 

163f. 

209-210 

165c 27ff. 

97 

168b 13f. 

138 

171b 30f. 

180 

171c 2ff. 

83 

171c 6 f. 

83 

171c 7 

103 

171c 15f. 

168 

171c 3If. 

180 

171d Iff. 

83 

172d 6 ff. 

172 

174d 29ff. 

98 

176a 3ff. 

182 

176a 22ff. 

182 

178a 25ff. 


179b 30ff. 

152 38 

179d 7f. 

114 


Wess. 18 


97b 9ff. 

36 

99.17ff. 

106 4 

128b Iff. 

57 

140b 8 ff. 

86 , 172 


Young 


p. 11 

181 

p. 13 

49, 175 


Zoega (Borg.) 


No. 194 p. 16 

174 

No. 200 p. 411 

202 

No. 306 p. 257 

15920 

No. 247 Cat. p. 603 

147 


UNPUBLISHED MSS 

Berl. 


1611 5 p. 36 

211 

1611 7 p. 369 

134 

1613 1 p. 29 

50 

1613 2 p. 319 

18 19 


52 

134 


BM (Cat.), BL Or. 
(London) 


192 p. 273 (Cat. 77) 

137 

194 f. 3 (Cat. 79) 

125 

195 (Cat. 80) 

57 

196b (Cat. 81) 

148 

197 (Cat. 81) 

90 

198 1 vo (Cat. 82) 

206 

199 p. 361 (Cat. 83) 

158 

202 p. 184 89, 98, 

178 77 

204 p. 77 

25 

209 p. 39 

21 

211 2 ro (Cat. 92) 

86 

213 p. 38 (Cat. 94) 

76 

230 p. 147 (Cat. 104) 

125 

253 p. 57 (Cat. 112) 


78 86 , 95, 96 13S 

253 p. 58 (Cat. 112f.) 

22 

991 ro (Cat. 411) 

143 9 

992 vo 

46 


BL Or. 


3581 A 

66 (No. 198) f. 2 vo 

130 7 

71 (No. 202) p. 

184 98 

131 p. 252f. 

52 

6807 (2) 

21 31 

6954 (12) vo 

96 134 

8800 4 vo 

143 

18 p. 57 

181 


Cairo 


8007 

203 


Cl. Press (Oxford) 


21 b ro 

179 

22 p. 357 

138 

22 p. 363 

97 

22 p. 365 

95 

33 1 

74 


Duke Univ. 


2 vo 

137 


262 


IF Index Locorum Ryl. 


IF (Cairo) 



130 2 

65 ro 

97 

130 5 

19 p. 103 

3 3 

131 

5 13 ro 


45 






67 p. 178 

122 


19 p. 104 

46 


16 vo 


182 

67 



22 


70 p. 183 

90 


21 ro 

21 32 


19 p. 43 

18 19 , 

126 

85 



46 


71 p. 185 

88, 104, 


22 p. 549 

21, 


23 p. 79 


136 

88 



35 



167 



21 3 ‘, 173 


23 ro-vo 


176 

108 



112 


74 p. 191 

95 


22 p. 550 

193 


28 ro 


21 

188 



46 


75 ro 83, 

, 125, 202 


24 p. 181 

176 


36 p. 242 


177 

268 



161 


86 ro 

143 


24 p. 182 

23 


43 p. 100 

56, 

196 






99 p. 195 

46 


34 p. 10 

114 


47 ro 

85, 131 12 






102 p. 22 

149 34 


35 vo 

18'\ 179 


56 ro 


40 

Paris 

Bibl. Nationale 

(P) 


103 ro 

94 


36 vo 

50 


63 vo 


56 






105 p. 343 

40 


37 vo 

51 


65 vo 


204 

130 1 

15 ro 

50 

• 53 


105 p. 344 

138 


38 vo 

203 


67 vo 


84 


35 p. 143 

113, 

176 


107 ro 

22 


39 ro 

57 


76 vo 


210 


36 p. 153 

123, 

133 


109 ro 

53 


40 p. 43 51,81,181 


79 p. 84 


208 


37 p. 157 

208, 

212 


110 vo 

101 159 


48 vo 

91 


133 ro 


45 


132 p. 327 


173 


113 p. 108 

37 


50 p. 220 

76 

131 

6 13 vo 

196, 204 61 


134 p. 331 


174 


121 vo 

93 


50 p. 221 

151 


15 ro 


127 


135 p. 333f. 


39 


137 p. 337 

125 


52 vo 

172 


19 p. 43 


96 


136 p. 335 


177 

130 4 

50 p. 220 

22 


55 p. 97 

87 


20 p. 24 


163 


136 p. 336 


133 


54 p. 94 

55 


56 p. 82 

198 


23 p. 79 


51 


137 p. 338 

52, 

175 


58 p. 14 

33 


59 vo 

148 


23 p. 80 

133, 

139 


139 p. 345 

45, 

78, 


84 p. 50 

90 


61 p. 35 

82 


30 p. 145 

50, 

175 



166, 

174 


88 ro 

26 


64 p. 176 

46 


30 p. 146 


125 


139 p. 346 


30 


89 vo 

26 


66 p. 73 

60, 95 130 , 


31 vo 


198 


140 p. 347f. 


168 


93 vo 

133, 152 40 



163 42 


43 ro 


196 

130 2 

1 p. 77 

174, 

182 


97 ro 

132, 137 


69 p. 63 

46, 134 


44 p. 115 

107 6 , 

173 


2 p. 80 

173, 

180 


100 vo 

208 


70 p. 87 

78 


81 ro 


173 


5 p. 85 


22 


102 vo 

163 


70 p. 88 

88 


88 ro 


172 


6 p. 87f. 

147, 

176 


103 p. 122 

66, 89 


71 p. 263 

97.36 


105 ro 


179 


6 p. 88 

162 39 


104 p. 123 

30 


71 p. 264 

53 


108 ro 


172 


7 p. 89 


171 


105 p. 125 

40, 43 96 , 


79 p. 1 

27, 82 


117 vo 


86 


7 p. 90 


158 



49, 99 


83 p. Ill 

60, 193 

131 

7 25 ro 22, 50, 

193 


9 p. 238 

161 35 


105 p. 126 

56 


90 ro 

90 


39 ro 


60 


22 p. 549 


173 


110 p. 552 

32 


95 vo 

148 


39 vo 


113 


22 p. 550 


143 


115 p. 17 

95 


97 ro 

102 159 


45 ro 22, 163, 

182 


24 p. 554 


175 


116 p. 19 

208 


98 ro 

125 59 


45 vo 


127 


24 p. 554f. 


49 


116 p. 20 

210 


100 p. 28 

22 


71 ro 


59 


24 p. 555 


30 


118 p. 23 

47, 136 


111 ro 

23 

131 

8 84 vo 


22 


33 p. 33 


103 


120 p. 28 

91 


119 ro 

66 


94 ro 

106\ 

207 


36 vo 


97 


122 p. 32 

53, 55 


125 vo 

95 


105 ro 


112 


37 ro 

21 

• 31 


123 p. 33 

58 


133 ro 

174 


109 vo 


138 


40 p. 104 


47 


124 p. 36 

22 

131 4 

87 p. 131 

51 






41 p. 106 


202 


125 p. 37 

34, 56 


87 p. 13If. 

90 






42 p. 108 


32 


126 p. 40 

47 


87 p. 132 

67 

Ryl 

1. (Cat.) (Manchester) 


45 p. 219 


97 


127 p. 42 

21 31 , 58 


88 p. 133 

84 






46 p. 220 


143 


131 vo 

50 


88 p. 134 

41 

67 

p. 395 (Cat. 

31) 

148 


47 p. 223 

86, 

143 


139 ro 34, 35, 53 


90 p. 138 

41 

67 

p. 396 


33 


47-8 p. 223f. 

39 


139 vo 

211 


141 vo 

134 


p. 399 (Cat. 

32) 

49, 


48 p. 224 

20 31 

,22 


140 vo 

21 


142 p. 20 

52 



53, 

179 


52 p. 309 


181 


141 ro 

180 


144 p. 168 

85 


p. 405 


99 


53 p. 311 


138 


141 vo 

33 


156 p. 40 

95 

68 

p. 260 (Cat. 

32) 

112 


54 p. 314 

156, 

179 


156 p. 364 

171 


157 vo 

51, 197 


p. 262 (Cat. 

32) 

101 


55 p. 316 


21 


156 p. 365 

52 


158 ro 

88 

69 

p. 53 


55 


59 p. 70 

21 

, 35 

130 s 

15 ro 

148 


160 p. 40 

196 48 

70 

p. 242 (Cat. 

34) 

85 


61 p. 73 


176 


16 ro 

21 


161 vo 

46 


p. 244 (Cat. 

34f.)' 

160 


62 p. 75 

21, 35-6 


16 vo 

30 

131 s 

4 ro 

22 


p. 245 (Cat.: 

34) 85 

i, 86 


63 p. 77 

22 

,35 


17 p. 107 

49, 125 


4 vo 

83 


p. 249 (Cat. 

35) 

172 


263 


Thompson 



Index Locorum 



ViK 

Thompson (Cambridge) 

ViK (Vienna) (K) 

9028 

78, 133, 134 

9298 

18 19 , 151 





9040 

115 

9315 

78 

D 59 

45 

913 

24 

9068 

85 

9316 

65, 99 

H 1 ro 

46 

926 

ii 

79 

9100 

106 4 

9317 

95 

2 vo 

46 

I 927 

22 

9223 

Add. 



3 ro 

47 

928 

52, 202 

9291 

22 



K 3 vo 

137, 196 

933 

95, 112, 210 

9292 

107 6 



L ro 

207 

934 

19 

9294 

24, 25, 125 
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